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ENGLISH SUMMARY 
The aim of this thesis has been to investigate the attractiveness of designers in 
innovation processes, given the potential conflicts arising from opposing values 
between non-designers and designers. The attractiveness and simultaneous potential 
for conflict of including designers in innovation process is called the designer - 
innovation paradox. It is explored whether and how designers might influence 
innovation processes through their practices. The research topic is explored from the 
perspective of actual practice, using qualitative case study method. 
Attractiveness is a quality that gives something the power to attract or generate 
interest. While attractiveness may be based on an objective appeal, it also reflects 
individual preferences. Individual preferences are often less based on accessible 
cognitive processes and specific attributes, but stem from affective reactions related 
to specific expectations: They are about liking or disliking certain prospects of events. 
A better understanding of the attractiveness of designers in innovation processes has 
consequences for how collaboration with designers is planned, managed and 
evaluated, because it can be based on more concrete expectations than, for example, 
inspiring interdisciplinary creativity.  
In this study I address the following three questions: How do designers influence 
the use of tools innovation processes? How do designers influence collaboration in 
innovation processes? How do designers influence innovation processes? If we have 
a better understanding of the influence of designers, we will also be able to better 
understand attractiveness of including designers in innovation processes, because 
initial positive expectations come from the description of the influence of designers.  
A set of different cases that cover different contexts and phases of the innovation 
process were combined with one longitudinal case study from an educational setting 
to allow rich comparisons, while testing and extending findings in a real-time setting.  
The outcome of the analysis shows that designers influence innovation processes 
through three key practices: the practice of creating open spaces; the practice of 
multiple invitations to believe; and the practice of getting into a privileged position 
where one is freer to challenge common assumptions and practices and has ready 
access to information. Furthermore, the insights reported in this thesis show that 
designers particularly influence innovation processes by a) lowering resistance 
towards novel ideas, and b) providing orientation and inspiring action. The conscious 
creation of positive narratives can contribute to encouraging people to believe in a 
more open approach. Designers can increase the likelihood of attaining a privileged 
position, where one is freer to challenge common assumptions and practices and has 
ready access to information by sharing process responsibilities during collaboration 
with non-designers. At the same time, emphasizing an open approach too much can 
limit the credibility needed to get into such a privileged position, as it potentially 
ignores existing knowledge. Finally, the attractiveness of designers is raised by them 
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continuously developing new tools or combining existing tools, as this contributes to 
a display of mastery. 
In relation to the three research questions, the findings are in summary: 1) 
Designers influence the use of tools and methods particularly through the creation of 
open spaces for reflection and exchange as well as through multiple invitations to 
believe in a more open approach. 2) Collaboration among non-designers is 
particularly influenced through the designers’ ability to inspire openness among non-
designers by using unconventional tools or by a combination of tools to see things in 
a new way and by generating a diversity of perspectives, thus undermining the claim 
to truth of any one perspective. Additionally, collaboration between non-designers 
and designers is influenced by the designers’ ability to get into a privileged position 
in which one has more opportunity to challenge common assumptions by making a 
competent impression. This includes understanding what innovation in general and 
innovation challenges in particular are about. Also, it is about being able to involve 
everyone, irrespective of rank, in an open innovation process. 3) Designers influence 
innovation processes by strengthening the belief in a more open approach – e.g. by 
creating positive narratives and demonstrating the strengths of a more open, flexible 
innovation approach. However, over-emphasizing such an open approach can limit 
the credibility needed to get into the desired privileged position. 
Mastering the creation of open spaces and mastering challenges by applying a 
variety of new design tools and including people with other perspectives enhances the 
attractiveness of designers, as this is consistent with certain essential and positive 
initial expectations. The open spaces can be further supported by including 
experienced collaborators in the group of non-designers, as well as by integrating the 
existing collaboration practice of an organisation into collaboration activities with 
designers.  
Keywords: designer, innovation, innovation processes, interdisciplinary collaboration, 
creativity, co-creation, boundary spanning. 
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RESUMÉ PÅ DANSK 
Målet for denne afhandling har været at undersøge det attraktive ved at inkludere en 
designer i innovationsprocesser med det i mente, at potentielle konflikter kan opstå 
på baggrund af modsatrettede værdier mellem ikke-designere og designere. Fordelen 
og den samtidige potentielle konflikt, der kan opstå ved at have designeren med i 
innovationsprocessen, kaldes designer-innovationsparadokset. Det undersøges 
hvorvidt og hvordan designeren gennem sin praksis kan påvirke innovationsprocesser. 
Forskningsemnet udforskes ud fra et praksisperspektiv via en kvalitativ casestudy 
metode. 
Attraktivitet er en kvalitet, som giver noget evnen til at tiltrække og generere 
interesse. Mens attraktivitet kan være baseret på objektiv tiltrækningskraft, reflekterer 
det også individuelle præferencer. Individuelle præferencer er ofte i mindre grad 
baseret på forståelige kognitive processer og specifikke egenskaber, men stammer fra 
følelsesmæssige reaktioner relateret til specifikke forventninger: De handler om at 
kunne lide eller ikke kunne lide de muligheder, der kan ligge i begivenheder. En bedre 
forståelse af den tiltrækningskraft ved at have en designer med i innovationsprocessen 
har konsekvenser for, hvordan samarbejde med designere planlægges, ledes og 
evalueres, fordi attraktive kan baseres på mere konkrete forventninger end for 
eksempel inspirerende interdisciplinær kreativitet. 
I dette studie adresserer jeg følgende tre spørgsmål: Hvordan påvirker designeren 
brugen af værktøjer i innovationsprocessen? Hvordan påvirker designeren 
samarbejde i innovationsprocessen? Hvordan påvirker designeren 
innovationsprocesser? Hvis vi får en bedre forståelse af designerens indflydelse, vil 
vi også blive i stand til bedre at forstå det attraktive ved at inkludere designere i 
innovationsprocesser, fordi umiddelbart positive forventninger opstår på baggrund af 
beskrivelsen af designerens indflydelse. 
En samling af forskellige cases, der dækker forskellige kontekster og faser af 
innovationsprocessen, blev kombineret med et forløbs-casestudie fra en 
uddannelsesmæssig kontekst. Dette har muliggjort en grundig sammenligning, imens 
resultaterne er blevet testet og udvidet i en realtidskontekst.  
Slutresultatet af analysen viser, at designeren påvirker innovationsprocessen 
gennem tre hovedpraksisser: ved at skabe åbne rum; gennem adskillige invitationer 
til at have tiltro; og ved at komme i en gunstig position, hvor man har større frihed 
til at tale frit og har let adgang til information. De indblik, der rapporteres i denne 
afhandling, viser, at designeren i særlig grad påvirker innovationsprocessen at a) 
mindske modstanden over for nye ideer og b) støtte orientering og inspirere til 
handling.  
Bevidst skabelse af positive fortællinger kan bidrage til at invitere personer til at 
have tiltro til en mere åben fremgangsmåde. Og designeren kan øge sandsynligheden 
for at stå i en gunstig position med en større grad af frihed til at tale frit samt let 
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adgang til information, hvilket opnås ved at dele procesansvaret undervejs i 
samarbejdet med ikke-designere. Modsat kan overdreven fremhævelse af en åben 
fremgangsmåde begrænse den troværdighed, der er nødvendig for at komme til at stå 
i en sådan gunstig position, eftersom eksisterende viden potentielt ignoreres. Slutteligt 
kan det attraktive ved at involvere en designer forstærkes ved kontinuerligt at udvikle 
nye værktøjer og kombinationer af værktøjer, eftersom det bidrager til at udfolde 
færdigheder. 
Samlet set er resultaterne i relation til de tre forskningsspørgsmål: 1) Designeren 
påvirker brugen af værktøjer og metoder i særdeleshed gennem skabelse af åbne rum 
til refleksion og udveksling samt via adskillige invitationer til at have tiltro til en mere 
åben fremgangsmåde. 2) Samarbejde påvirkes i særdeleshed gennem designerens 
evne til at skabe åbenhed blandt ikke-designere gennem brugen af ukonventionelle 
værktøjer og kombinationer af værktøjer med det formål at se ting på en ny og 
anderledes måde og ved at generere forskelligartede perspektiver og derigennem 
underminere ethvert forsøg på at gøre krav på sandheden. I tillæg hertil er samarbejde 
mellem ikke-designere og designeren til gengæld påvirket af designerens evne til at 
komme til at stå i en gunstig position med større frihed til at tale frit i en gruppe af 
ikke-designere. Dette inkluderer det at forstå, hvad innovation generelt set og 
innovationsudfordringer i særdeleshed handler om. 3) Designeren påvirker 
innovationsprocesser ved at fremme tiltroen til en mere åben fremgangsmåde – for 
eksempel ved at skabe positive fortællinger og demonstrere styrkerne ved en mere 
åbne, fleksibel tilgang til innovation. Men overdreven fremhævelse af en åben 
fremgangsmåde begrænse den troværdighed, der er nødvendig for at komme til at stå 
i en sådan gunstig position.  
Det at mestre skabelsen af åbne rum og mestre udfordringerne knyttet til det at 
anvende en mangfoldighed af nye designværktøjer og inkludere personer med 
forskellige perspektiver fremhæver det attraktive ved at involvere designeren, fordi 
det er konsistent med væsentlige umiddelbare og positive forventninger. Dette kan 
yderligere støttes ved at inkludere erfarne samarbejdspartnere i gruppen af ikke-
designere samt ved at integrere en organisations eksisterende samarbejdspraksis i 
samarbejdsaktiviteter med designeren. 
Nøgleord: designer, innovation, innovationsprocesser, interdisciplinært samarbejde, 
kreativitet, samskabelse, informationsudveksling. 
To Meinrad 
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INNOVATION PROCESSES  

CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM 
4 
4 
Why should we investigate designers in innovation processes, when so much has 
already been said about this relationship? We will describe the problem and locate the 
study’s place in current research in this section. 
1. THE PROBLEM
Adopting more open and flexible approaches to innovation has been acknowledged 
as an important strategy for coping with the uncertainty of today’s innovation 
processes, as they are better able to cope with changing requirements (e.g. regulations, 
market or suppliers) (Pavitt, 2005, Chesbrough, 2003). However, changing such 
approaches can be difficult to achieve from within a firm, because it involves the 
unlearning of prevailing beliefs and correction of core assumptions (Kuhn, 1970). It 
involves breaking with the old order, which is inherently difficult and a potential 
source for substantial frustration (Soila-Wadman and Svengren Holm, 2016).  
Collaboration with designers provides an opportunity to deal with the challenge 
of having to adopt more open and creative ways of innovating and thus increasing 
self-reflection and creativity – e.g. moving away from a focus on analytically oriented 
ways of approaching challenges and innovating (e.g. Burns et al., 2006). Burns et al. 
(2006) argues that it is particularly the need to increase self-reflection and adopt more 
open and creative forms of innovation, which explains the high level of interest in 
collaborating with the designer. Typically, such collaboration with designers takes 
place in the early stages of innovation – e.g. where the focus lies on ideation, novelty, 
and the development of concepts (Hüsig and Kohn, 2003). Collaboration with a 
designer is different from promoting design as new innovation approach among non-
designers, as the focus lies on the interaction between designers and non-designers, 
rather than on providing learning materials (e.g. Jégou et al. 2006; Liedtka and Ogilvie 
2011; IDEO, 2003) or seminars for the adoption of design tools and methods by non-
designers (e.g. McKelvey and Lassen, 2013 . Collaboration with a designer is a 
process of exchange between diverse partners including interaction and 
communication. The focus of this interaction with designers, lies on the benefits 
resulting from working with creative professionals: Employees need to see how 
people become engaged and have different ideas and opinions to start acknowledging 
that creative approaches can be as strong as analytical ones – e.g. creating useful and 
feasible solutions (Johansson-Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2014; Nielsen et al. 2017). In 
other words, it is argued here that is not primarily the design tools or methods 
themselves which generate greater interest in the collaboration with the designer, but 
the different, more creative use of the tools and methods which is applied by the 
designers. This thesis focuses on further investigating this attractiveness of the 
designer in innovation processes, which allows greater acknowledgement of more 
creative innovation approaches.  
There are many definitions of the term “designer”, including the definition used 
in this thesis, derived from the concept of the trained designer, as it is in design 
education that fundamental design perspectives and approaches are established 
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(Kimbell, 2012). Two of the most prominent and influential elements of the design 
education are 1) the focus on creativity, ingenuity and imagination (Copper, 2003) 
and 2) the studio-based approach (Rylander, 2009). Design education, unlike other 
types of education, calls for being something – e.g. “being” genius (Stevens, 
1995:112). Similarly, Tonkinwise (2011) emphasizes the fact that being a designer 
involves adopting a certain lifestyle, working environment and habits – e.g. browsing 
different media, drawing inspiration from examples – for a sense of different formal 
trends. The primary focus of the studio-based approach lies in learning from others in 
collaborative project settings in order to arrive at one’s own, unique definitions and 
perspectives concerning a particular problem or setting. Designers are also trained to 
think in new terms and along divergent lines (Styhre and Eriksson, 2008). Thus, it is 
implicitly about developing individual strategies, which help initiate and navigate 
processes of exploration (e.g. taking risks and tolerating ambiguities, rethinking 
results, and dealing with the consequences of these results). Additionally, this is 
achieved largely by “doing” rather than by studying or analysing e.g. creativity and 
exploration (Lawson, 2006). So, while there might be no common definition of the 
designer, a number of common characteristics of designers become apparent, which 
are established in design education – and which are very difficult to imitate by non-
designer through the simple use of design tools. These characteristics include, 
amongst others, the traits of being open, optimistic and future oriented, experimental, 
risk-taking, provocative, but also style conscious and personally engaged with what 
one does for a living. Designers are therefore defined as trained, creative professionals 
who apply the design approach in a more integrated way than non-designers do, even 
outside of innovation workshops. This thesis focuses on exactly these particular 
characteristics of designers.  
Collaborating with designers means interacting with creative professionals of 
this type, and only few companies outside the art world and the creative industries are 
used to doing so (Soila-Wadman and Svengren Holm, 2016).  Still, collaboration with 
designers has been acknowledged as a promising opportunity to address the challenge 
of increasing creativity and changing innovation approaches (Burns et al., 2006). At 
the same time, collaboration with designers is often ambiguous, with many projects 
failing to meet the expectations (Swope, 2014; Soila-Wadman and Svengren Holm, 
2016). E.g. Liedtka, (2010) emphasizes how the design approach opposes core values 
of the management world: The “Designers produce models and prototypes, rather 
than spreadsheets and mission statements. […] Almost everything about them makes 
traditional managers uncomfortable” (Liedtka, 2010:11). Increasing empirical 
evidence suggests that collaboration with designers often involves negative reactions 
towards a completely different value system (Liedtka, 2010; Gloppen, 2009). 
Findings from a study with UX designers point to more difficulties arising from the 
clash of opposing logics, in that it seems to be difficult to generate impact from 
collaborations with designers (Lassen, 2016). The author argues that designers’ lack 
of traditional strategic steering mechanisms or performance indicators and their 
tendency to broaden the focus of the problem space in particular challenge standard 
NPD processes – thus making it difficult to put the concept produced in such 
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collaborations into actual use (ibid). While Lassen’s study (2016) concerns UX 
designers, the core argument about the difficulties with generating impact from 
collaborations with designers are applicable elsewhere, as the findings refer to similar 
characteristics of designers as discussed here. This discrepancy between collaboration 
with designers being an attractive opportunity and potentially lacking impact is 
another concern discussed in this thesis. 
Two contradicting statements can then be made about the place of designers in 
innovation – which shall be called the designer-innovation paradox: 
a) Collaboration with a designer provides an attractive opportunity to address the 
challenge of increasing creativity and adopt more open innovation process approaches.  
b) Collaboration with a designer is associated with potential conflicts coming from 
the opposing values. 
This cognitive discrepancy between the collaboration with a designer being an 
attractive opportunity (Liedtka, 2010) and potentially lacking impact underpins the 
present thesis. Typical cognitive paradoxes which are involved in the collaboration 
with designers relate to the positive initial expectations (e.g. “We just want to try it.”) 
concerning the collaboration with designers, combined with a perception of only 
limited positive effects on innovation, e.g. a limited number of ground-breaking ideas 
and concepts developed in such collaboration that are put into use by the organisations 
(Lassen, 2016). Another paradoxical aspect can be seen in designers being associated 
with awareness for latest trends, fashion movements, or (urban) happenings, while 
also being criticized for ignoring the knowhow of the real (marketing, engineering) 
experts (e.g. Mulgan, 2014). Furthermore, a classic paradox can be seen in the 
comments that emphasize both the energising effect of working with designers and 
the challenges of working with them. Their work approach usually collides with 
traditional new product development process approaches (Lassen, 2016). 
Consequently, such  collaboration is also often perceived as a distraction, as too many 
new, exciting ideas would essentially increase the risk of getting carried away from 
what is considered the relevant question of the present innovation stage. Concepts and 
ideas developed in such collaboration often broaden the scope of an existing 
innovation focus (ibid.).  
For the purpose of this research, the designer-innovation paradox is here defined 
as involving a combination of an initially positive expectation for the collaboration 
with designers, combined with at least one of the following paradoxical aspects: the 
perception of uselessness of the collaboration with designer, poor timing, ignorance 
of expertise, limited compatibility, or/and distraction. A paradoxical designer-
innovation setting may involve one or more of these aspects. If the relationship 
between the two contradicting statements is removed, it is no longer a paradox, but a 
critique or appraisal of the collaboration. This thesis intends to explore each of these 
paradoxical settings through empirical studies.  
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In itself, the acknowledgment of the designer-innovation paradox is not new, as 
it is also part of the critical discussion of how design has been (mis)interpreted and 
used within the management context. However, the insights created about the 
different understandings of design, focus to a large extent, on acknowledging value 
differences between design and management (e.g. Liedka, 2010; Joahnsson-
Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2013/2014) and conversely emphasizing the presence of a 
design practice with distinct knowledge, values and beliefs (Cross, 1989, Kimbell, 
2011/2012; Thornquist, 2005; Tonkinwise, 2011; Kolko, 2010; Lawson, 2006). I 
argue that this debate, in relation to the collaboration with designers in innovation, is 
lacking an understanding of the correlations between what constitutes a designer and 
the difficulties encountered in collaboration, e.g. the attractiveness of a risk-taking 
person and the challenges resulting from it. This lacuna is underlined by Johansson-
Sköldberg and Woodila’s (2008) argument that we need to know more about “what 
really happens when design thinking meets management thinking?” (ibid:22). 
Also, the knowledge gap becomes particularly evident in research, which treats 
the transfer of the design approach by the designer as a straightforward affair – e.g. a 
necessary effect of human-centred design projects led by designers in non-designerly 
organizations and designers act as a catalyst for more creative design approach (e.g. 
Junginger, 2008), or in innovation projects with organisations and communities, 
where the designer is specifically associated with disseminating the design approach 
through collaborative projects as a means of propagating more sustainable innovation 
(Meroni, 2007; Manzini, 2008; Jégou and Manzini, 2008; Manzini and Staszowski, 
2013). Very little attention has been paid to the fact that the confrontation of opposing 
logics places new demands on collaboration itself – e.g. on how to deal with open 
exploration during an ongoing innovation process as contrasting with predefined 
priorities and linear process structures. 
Implicitly, the focus therefore lies not only on understanding the nature of design 
and the difficulties arising from opposing logics, but also on understanding what the 
attractiveness of the designer implies and what types of conflict are related to it – e.g. 
how we can prepare for collaboration with designers. The problem in focus in this 
thesis is therefore the attractiveness of designers in innovation given the design-
innovation paradox.  
This thesis aims for a better understanding of the designer - innovation paradox 
by investigating key components of the attractiveness of designers. Thus, it intends to 
offer explanations as to what types of conflicts are typically connected with such 
collaboration with designers. The model in figure 1 illustrates the relationship 
between understanding attractiveness of involving the designer and understanding the 
effect of involving the designer in innovation processes, which is studied in the thesis. 
The model suggests that if we have a better understanding of the perceived influence 
of designers on innovation processes, we will also be able to better understand 
attractiveness of including designers in innovation processes, because many initial 
positive expectations come from the positive or negative description of the designers’ 
influence.  
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Figure 1 illustrates how the perceived positive surprises or influences equal the 
perceived attractiveness elements in this study (i=A). The research model suggests a 
direct link between the influences and the attractiveness of the designer, as initial 
positive expectations come from a positive or negative description of the influence of 
designers. For example, I propose conceiving the perceived attractiveness as a sort of 
filter through which the influence of designers is considered, e.g. enthusiastic 
assessments pointing to initial expectations of the same sort. Given that the 
attractiveness is an emotional reaction to certain characteristics of someone or 
something, it may seem somewhat strange to simply take the perceived influence of 
the designer in innovation processes and make them the elements of attractiveness. 
However, and pursuing this suggested logic, unexpected positive results that were not 
part of an initial positive expectations can be expected to be commented on as such, 
e.g. “we didn’t expect that, at all”. We will also see how some of the effects designers 
have in innovation processes are unexpected – e.g. positive and negative surprises. 
Attractiveness elements may not be solely responsible for how the collaboration is 
perceived, but they can give a good idea of what is potentially perceived as a positive 
influence, because they were included in the positive initial expectations. Conversely, 
Figure 1: Research model illustrating the relationship between 
perceived influence and attractiveness of designers 
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the description of perceived positive/negative influences allows one to uncover 
attractiveness elements that play a role in the designer-innovation paradox, rather than 
a comprehensive list of attractiveness elements. Basing the investigation of the 
design-innovation paradox on a selection of these key attractiveness elements is 
therefore the essential proposition of this thesis. 
From an academic point of view, this contributes to increasing our understanding 
of the designer-innovation paradox by demonstrating the particular requirements 
relating to the value opposition in collaboration and by suggesting how to prepare and 
organize for effective and sustainable collaboration with designers. From a practical 
perspective, the thesis also contributes to the development of design practice by 
raising awareness for the challenges coming from the assumed attractiveness of 
designers in the context of innovation.  
1.1 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Some of these aspects of the designers’ influences are understood better than others. 
For example, we have a good understanding of how designers help create inclusion 
and organize participatory design processes (e.g. Simonsen and Robertson, 2013). 
Designers, for example, use a collection of tools and techniques to encourage and 
support direct involvement, including design workshops, in which future scenarios 
are drawn up and personas and related tools enable people to represent their own 
activities and needs (ibid.).  Similarly, we have a relatively good account of how 
designers help initiate activity and inspire an increase in the confidence of the 
participants to contribute relevant inputs. For example, supporting people with design 
skills can empower them to become innovative in themselves (Manzini and 
Staszowski, 2013). We have less understanding, however, of how empowering people 
within an innovation process influences the process itself. Additionally, we also lack 
an insight into some other aspects, even those acknowledged in other contexts. 
Research from the context of critical design, for example, reveals how presenting so-
called critical artefacts to stakeholders can initiate innovative product ideas (e.g. 
Bowen, 2007; Sanders, 2006), but we have less knowledge about how the distinction 
between the presenter and the audience influences the collaboration between non-
designers and designers in innovation processes.  
To date, there has been no empirical study that analyses the influence of the 
designer on innovation processes. It seems as if the more the potential benefits of 
inclusion are discussed in relation to increased creativity and the transfer of an open 
approach, the less we know about the relationship between different aspects of the 
influence. This is even more important in a time where the inclusion of designers is 
rapidly gaining in popularity. The overall problem in focus in this thesis is the 
attractiveness of designers in innovation given the design-innovation paradox.  Three 
principle areas of influences of the designer in innovation processes emerge from 
current research literature (compare table 1). The problem will therefore be researched 
through investigating three concrete research questions. 
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RQ 1: How do designers influence the use of methods and tools? 
RQ2: How do designers influence collaboration in innovation 
processes? 
RQ3: How do designers influence innovation processes?  
Figure 2 demonstrates in a conceptual model how this thesis investigates the overall 
problem of the designer-innovation paradox through three concrete research questions:  
 
Figure 2: Conceptual model of research in this thesis 
2. TERMINOLOGY 
This section clarifies two terms used in this thesis: Attractiveness and collaboration 
and presents the research framework. 
2.1 ATTRACTIVENESS 
While attractiveness may be based on objective appeal or ‘attractive characteristics, 
which make one person appear pleasing to another” (Hartz, 1996:483), it also often 
reflects individual preferences (Hönekopp, 2006). By way of explanation, on the one 
hand, collaboration with designer may objectively seem like an attractive opportunity, 
because it proposes the application of more creative tools – just at the right time. On 
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the other hand, the attractiveness of designers may be perceived differently by 
different people – thus reflecting individual attractiveness, where the focus lies on 
emotional reactions, so-called ‘attraction reactions’ (Ortony et al., 1988). Ortony et 
al. (1988) highlights the sometimes irrational character of these emotions, as they are 
based on positive expectations: They are based on ‘reactions to the prospect of events’ 
(ibid:156). According to Ortony, et al. (1988), they are amongst the most salient, but 
also spontaneous experiences we have, as they are affective reactions (they are about 
liking or disliking). Instead, they are based less on accessible cognitive processes. The 
key to the attractiveness of designers is therefore to be found in the positive reactions 
created through the prospect of collaboration with designers. In the analyses of the 
empirical data, the specific attractiveness of the designer will particularly become 
apparent in the attraction reaction, e.g. through comments such as “we just wanted to 
try it”, “we did not have particular expectations, just wanted to be surprised”, or “just 
some creativity was needed”. 
2.2 COLLABORATION WITH DESIGNERS 
While collaboration can be understood differently according to different contexts, 
collaboration in this thesis is defined as a process by which “two or more people or 
organizations aim at realizing something together successfully” (Marinez-Moyano, 
2006: 83). Both people or organisations can collaborate. In collaboration, the joint 
working process is less formalized than in a formal alliance between organisations, 
while being more official than informal consulting or support from individuals or 
organisations – e.g. as it necessarily includes formal briefings and the definition of a 
duration for the joint activity. Having said that, it is clear that collaboration is usually 
not a permanent agreement. Roberts and Bradley (1991) underline the temporary 
character of collaboration (Roberts and Bradley, 1991:212). Wood and Gray focus on 
inter-organisational innovation collaboration and add that collaboration is necessarily 
“[…] designed to achieve desired ends that no single organization can achieve acting 
unilaterally” (Wood and Gray, 1991:140). In the context of innovation, collaboration 
particularly happens according to this principle of extending one’s own capabilities: 
Firms benefit from access to different capabilities and knowledge, thus enhancing 
their competitiveness and accelerating their innovative prowess, e.g. by bringing in 
diverse and novel ideas (Baycan-Leveent, 2010), by including the perspectives of 
customers, suppliers, and agencies or consultants (Kodama, 2015), and by 
confronting the prevailing disciplinary understanding (Huutoniemi et al., 2010). In 
this thesis, the focus lies on these particular dimensions of collaboration, i.e. the 
quality of the exchange between diverse partners, consisting of interaction and 
communication, more than on what their communication is about. The purpose and 
duration of collaboration varies, but the parties to the collaboration necessarily belong 
to different organisations. It therefore involves communication not only across 
different disciplines, but also across different professional and natural languages and 
professional and organizational cultures, e.g. overcoming the hurdles arising from 
power dynamics from differences in expertise, lacking trust, or the accountability of 
the participants to different organisations (Huxham, 2003). The collaboration with 
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designers therefore often takes place in order to improve interdisciplinary exchange, 
add more novel ideas, and thus enhance competitiveness (e.g. Burns et al., 2006). 
Workshops are common practices for collaboration between non-designers and 
designers in innovation. The original meaning of ‘workshop’ is a place that provides 
tools and space to build something. In the context of innovation, workshops are 
particularly associated with flexible, inspiring and temporary laboratories for 
stimulating creativity, knowledge-sharing, and co-creation of innovation ideas across 
departmental and even organisational boundaries (e.g. Brown, 2008; Kelley, 2001; 
Coradi et al., 2015). This setting is used, for example, to initiate or maintain 
collaboration between non-designers in innovation processes (Chesbrough et al. 2003, 
van de Vrande et al. 2009). In this sense, they are part of an innovation process and 
will be the main format for how this thesis engages with the innovation process. 
The thesis refers to these aspects when analysing empirical material in terms of 
influences on collaboration between non-designers: a) facilitate interdisciplinary 
exchange and co-creation b) increase the novelty of ideas c) increase interaction 
across disciplinary or organisational boundaries. 
A second aspects concerns the work between non-designers and designers. On a 
second level, collaboration with designers can also influence how designers and non-
designer work together. The structure of collaboration with designers has not yet been 
described in detail. Analysing such collaboration with designers means to first accept 
that we lack a description of meaningful phases of such a process. However, the 
phases of working with external experts has been considered in a neighbouring 
discourse: The description of consultancy work particularly includes compliance with 
a structured process of preparation, implementation, and the communication of results 
(Nikolova et al., 2009): Pre-project phases involve acquiring projects, 2) the 
implementation phases consist of the actual consulting practices, 3) the post-project 
phases focus on communicating results (ibid, 2009:8). In the context of consultancy 
work described in Nikolova etal.’s study (2009), acquistion in particular required a 
great amount of persuasion instruments, which the authors called ‘evidence’, in the 
form of previous project results or references, appearance, and rhetorical persuasion 
skills. (ibid:9). Consulting practice (middle phase) was found to be strongly 
influenced by the adopted consulting procedure, e.g. problem-solver consulting 
typically follows standard problem-solving process steps (diagnosis, 
generating/evaluating alternatives, and implementation), while more explorative 
approaches required an adaptation to the specific client’s situation and needs and the 
consultants would not necessarily posses the specific knowledge critical for problem-
solving (ibid: 10-12). The post-project phase usually involves ‘shaping the client’s 
interpretation’ of the consultancy work (ibid: 13). The authors emphasize that – 
despite tangible outcomes – the quality of the outcome involves a great degree of 
interpretive flexibilty. The thesis uses characteristics of these process steps to analyse 
the influence of designers on how non-designers collaborate with designers: a) level 
of persuasion in the pre-project phase, b) leading or jointly co-developing the 
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problem-solving steps in the implementation phase, and c) the level of shaping the 
interpretation of the results in the post-project phase. 
2.3 INNOVATION PROCESSES  
This section provides a theoretical understanding of the concept of innovation and 
innovation processes. In order to develop a platform for the definition of innovation, 
some classic definitions are described. Then, the separation into different innovation 
process phases is discussed and early stages are linked to collaboration with designers. 
Finally, three principal levels of influence are presented.  
Discussing ‘innovation processes’ means discussing innovation, simply because 
innovation is both described as a process and as the result of that same process. In 
other words, existing descriptions of innovation fall into two types: Those focusing 
on the content and output of innovation and those focusing on the process. Examples 
of both types are presented. Most commonly, innovation perspectives focusing on 
output discuss innovation in relation and opposition to invention. “Invention is the 
first occurrence of an idea for a new product or process, while innovation is the first 
attempt to carry it out into practice” (Fagerberg, 2005:4). Such definitions highlight 
the creation of value through the successful introduction of an invention to a market: 
In the context of innovation management, innovation is therefore typically understood 
as “the commercially successful conversion of ideas into products” (Hüsig and Kohn, 
2003:9). This specifically emphasizes the much greater amount of resources put into 
implementation processes of innovation than into the creation of new ideas. “As 
Edison is reputed to have said, ‘it’s 1% inspiration, 99% perspiration!’” (Boer and 
Bessant, 2004:7). Often, innovation is therefore divided into an invention part and a 
commercialisation part: Innovation is composed of two parts: (1) the generation of an 
idea or invention, and (2) the conversion of that invention into business or other useful 
application” (Roberts, 1988:12). The invention part covers the creation and 
development of ideas, and the commercialization part covers the introduction into the 
market of the product and services. Irrespective of the effort it takes to commercialize 
ideas, different outputs (e.g. product, process, or service innovation) and different 
degrees of novelty of the innovation can be distinguished (e.g. from a synthesis of 
existing knowledge to the development of new knowledge). Also, innovations or 
successfully implemented ideas are typically concerned with offerings that are new 
Collaboration phases 
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Figure 3: Principle phases of the collaboration between non-designers and designers 
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to particular subjects. Furthermore, innovation is concerned with improvements to 
particular components or, instead, with changing the relationships between 
components (adapted from Lassen, 2007). This classification of innovation along 
particular characteristics acknowledges that objects, services, and processes cannot 
be isolated from previously established objects, services, or products. Implicitly, 
innovation therefore is also what is socially agreed to be new and becomes accepted 
as such. By applying a social constructivist perspective, this thesis particularly 
emphasizes this relative character of innovation – e.g. depending on previous products, 
services, or users of that service.  
The division into different parts of a development process instead includes an 
understanding of innovation as an iterative process. What is emphasized here is the 
fact that innovations evolve over time and are shaped by a variety of partly 
unpredictable factors (human, technology etc.): “Innovation is inherently uncertain, 
given the impossibility of predicting; accurately the cost and performance of a new 
artefact, and the reaction of users to it.” (Pavitt, 2005:88). This emphasis on the 
approval of new products by a variety of stakeholders is further stressed in 
descriptions of innovation as multidisciplinary events: innovation processes are “a 
sequence of events that unfold as ideas emerge, are developed, and are implemented 
within firms, across multi-party networks, and within communities” (Karnøe an 
Garud, 2012:774). What all these process perspectives share is the underlying 
assumption that innovation processes include recurrent attempts to reach potential 
users and stakeholders to generate a (commercial) success. While this thesis 
acknowledges the advantage of discussing innovation as output AND a 
multidisciplinary process, it uses the term ‘innovation process’ to distinguish between 
the two: ‘innovation process’ is associated with multidisciplinary events, which 
unfold over time, while the term ‘innovation’ relates to the result of that process. An 
innovation process is thus considered “an iterative process covering a sequence of 
events in organisations, which unfold in time and across networks as ideas emerge, 
are developed and are implemented.”  
This iterative nature of innovation is further specified of innovation process 
phases: “Innovation is an iterative process initiated by the perception of a new market 
and/or new service opportunity for a technology-based invention which leads to 
development, production, and marketing tasks striving for the commercial success of 
the invention” (OECD, 1991:303). This thesis focuses on this distinction between 
three main phases: 1) Front end innovation, 2) development phase, and 3) 
implementation phase of inventions. 
Innovation management literature typically emphasizes specific demands and 
requirements of particular innovation process phases: Front end innovation or the 
search stage, for example, are associated with searching for novel ideas and 
opportunities, the development of concepts as a basis for a financial decision. The 
development phase is usually described as a funnel moving gradually from broad 
exploration to more narrow, focused problem-solving. For example, concepts are 
selected and presented to stakeholders, and business plans are developed. Finally, 
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implementation is concerned with the efficient exploitation of offerings (efficient 
production and marketing). Considering the uncertainty of early stages of innovation 
(Fagerberg et al., 2005) and seeing the creativity and innovation that are common 
aims and components of the collaboration, designers are typically involved during the 
early stages of the innovation process. Designers, in these phases, can particularly 
influence the search behaviour of innovation groups in that they emphasize reframing 
(Bessant and Maher, 2009). This innovation strategy involves emphasizing an 
extended solution space, e.g. where alternative combinations of elements create new 
architecture, rather than pushing existing solutions to a new frontier. Including 
extreme users and exploring fringe markets are key strategies for reframing in 
organisations. However, research highlights the lack of systematic search tools and 
strategies suited to formulate new possibilities, to give voice to actors who have not 
previously involved, or to discover emergent approaches (ibid: 560). As a manager in 
Bessant and Maher’s study put it (2009): ‘How can you research a market which 
doesn’t exist?’ (ibid). The combination of a high risk of failures and potential for 
novel and powerful solutions, however, makes such tools particularly important 
(ibid:559).  
The early stages of innovation cover the identification of opportunities, the 
creation and assessment of novel ideas, and the development of concepts (Hüsig and 
Kohn, 2003). When it comes to idea generation, innovation research literature 
distinguishes between different phases with respective requirements. The phases are: 
a) idea generation and selection and  
b) opportunity identification and assessment  
c) concept formulation (Koen et al., 2001).   
Idea generation is a “process in which ideas are built upon, torn down, combined, 
reshaped, modified and upgraded” (Koen et al., 2001:50-51). The authors highlight 
cross-functional teams, others emphasize contact with extreme customers or fringe 
markets in this regard (Bessant, 2009). While idea generation may be a formal process 
– including brainstorming session or idea platforms – ideas often arise and are 
nurtured in a non-linear fashion, for example from new material, from an unusual 
request, or from more emotional or sensual input etc.. Lateral thinking and creativity 
are therefore useful in this phase (Sloane, 2017). For the selection of ideas, ideas need 
to be screened in relation to their compatibility with overall business objectives. For 
higher success rate, focus groups, market studies, and scientific experiments are 
employed (Hüsig and Kohn, 2003).  
However, the amount of effort expended is dependent upon the attractiveness of 
the opportunity, the scale of the future development effort, the fit with the business 
strategy and culture, and the risk tolerance of the decision makers. This element may 
be part of a formal process or may be occurring iteratively in reaction to opportunities 
identified, such as “what-if” scenarios. The assessment of opportunities involves both 
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trend analyses and analyses of competitors in focus groups, market studies etc. (Koen 
et al., 2001).  
The development of business concepts is often based on an estimation of the 
market potential, customer needs, investment requirements, while the technology 
risks of ideas are also relevant success factors (Koen et al., 2001:51).  
To understand the collaboration with designer in innovation processes, this thesis 
will include different types of innovation processes in order to distinguish between 
innovation processes with different characteristics. More linear, incremental 
improvements are, for example, described in terms of choosing between competing 
solutions, emphasizing the cyclical nature of innovation (from birth, growth, natural 
selection, and eventually death and re-birth) (Lassen, 2007). Innovation processes can 
also be characterized through a focus on continuous innovation, which concentrates 
on balancing exploitation and exploration activities. Conversely, the punctuated 
equilibrium approach sees long periods of stability which rely on small and 
incremental changes, followed by brief periods of frame-breaking changes. 
Furthermore, the structural characteristics of organisations (open or closed systems) 
need to be acknowledged as influencing innovation processes. Open innovation lives 
of a flow across organisational boundaries, as it is believed to foster creativity and the 
generation of knowledge, following the belief that innovations need to include both 
internal and external capabilities. Closed innovation systems emphasize the 
exploitation of the existing and the exploration of new technologies, relying solely on 
the firm’s own research and development capacities. New ideas are screened for their 
fit with the organisation’s strategy and culture (Lassen, 2007). By including a variety 
of different innovation contexts (university contexts and contexts from private 
industry and NGOs; start-up, cultural, or clinical context), this thesis includes a 
variety of different approaches to reflect collaboration with designers. 
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2.4 RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 
Figure 4 presents the research framework. It reflects factors relevant to the 
understanding of the attractiveness of designers in innovation processes. The 
framework provides a classification and description of three different levels of 
influence on the attractiveness of designers that will facilitate analysis of the empirical 
data.  
3.  LITERATURE REVIEW  
This section first explains the selection and organisation of the literature review by 
linking the thesis’ perspective to social constructivist research contributions. 
Literature on the influence of designers in innovation includes two main themes: one 
focusing on tools and methods, the other going beyond this scope (e.g. focusing on 
the adoption of a more open approach). While they may be analytically separated, 
they are often linked in practice. However, the analytical separation employed in this 
thesis will allow for developing research assumptions. My intention in using the 
literature review to identify research assumptions is to present possible explanations 
for the puzzling design-innovation paradox described in this thesis. Finally, three 
principal levels of influence are presented.  
These tentative propositions are driving the empirical research in that each study 
addresses one or more assumption, thus testing or extending on the initial 
explanations by abductive reasoning (Bryman and Bell, 2015). Also, three principal 
areas of influence of designers in innovation processes are established from reviewing 
research literature.  
Figure 4: Research framework 
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3.1 SELECTION AND ORGANISATION OF THE 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
In order to explore the problem of the attractiveness of the designer in innovation 
given the design innovation paradox, a literature review has initially been conducted 
to create assumptions about what type of influence of designers is typically expected 
in innovation processes. The review started out by searching for texts, which discuss 
the attractiveness of designers for innovation management or for management in 
general. A handful of texts were identified, which I thought were relevant for the topic 
area discussed in this thesis, because they prominently discuss the relationship 
between design and the designer and innovation (Kimbell, 2009a/b, Greenbaum and 
Loi, 2012; Gloppen, 2009; Liedtka, 2010). In each of these papers I followed up on 
central leads and concepts such as the relationship between design and innovation 
(Liedtka, 2010; Gloppen, 2009), problems with the concept of design thinking 
(Kimbell, 2009 a/b; Jonas, 2011), design activities and their effects in business 
contexts (ibid.) and the different understanding of the role of design for more human 
centred innovation (Greenbaum and Loi, 2012). This lead to the considerations of 
further studies describing collaboration with designers – e.g. challenges and effect.  
This literature on the influence of designers in innovation includes two main 
themes: one focusing on tools and methods (e.g. for user involvement), the other 
going beyond this scope (e.g. focusing on the adoption of a more open approach). 
This distinction also reflects the design approach taxonomy developed by Laursen et 
al. (2014). Referring to central texts of design research, Laursen et al. (2014) propose 
to distinguish between practical, handicraft design tools and methods on the one side, 
and less visible design principles and paradigms on the other. The taxonomy was 
developed to integrate the main elements of the design thinking approach, referring 
specifically to design as an innovation approach for non-designers. The core 
distinction can therefore be considered as adequately reflecting the design approach 
in the innovation context of this thesis. The design tools and methods consist of 
practical, hand-craft design methods, such as prototyping, visualisations, storytelling, 
cultural probes, and they include tools such as sticky notes, flipcharts, posters, 
sketches, prototypes etc. (Laursen et al., 2014; Hassi and Laakso, 2011). As a less-
visible part of what designers do, the design approach consists of design principles 
and paradigms (Laursen et al., 2014). The principle level consists of ways of 
approaching a problem (e.g. rules for using these tools in an empathic way). Design 
principles can be considered to be the underlying guidelines for design action – such 
as developing empathy, or trying to understand a problem by collecting and 
processing input or challenging the solution and the problem by rephrasing it. The 
paradigm level involves fundamental assumptions and beliefs which enable the 
designer to openly explore challenges (e.g. believing in reflective practice or in 
challenging assumptions as a means to develop useful solutions). While many of the 
methods and tools are also applied outside of design practice, in business contexts, it 
is the principle and paradigm that characterise all individual design practice (Kimbell, 
2011). For example, innovation teams, by using user scenarios, visual artefacts, and 
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prototypes, are applying iterative process models that move from generating user and 
customer insights, to idea generation, and their testing and implementation. The logic 
applied by these teams, however often remains a rational, analytical one (e.g. relying 
on spread sheets or mission statements, rather than on stories derived from visual 
observation or the co-creation of prototypes, Liedtka, 2010). The thesis refers to this 
more integrated use of tools and methods when analysing the influence of designers 
on that use of tools and methods. 
The two themes combine (critical) accounts of the relationship between 
innovation and design and design thinking (e.g. Liedtka, 2010; Gloppen, 2009; 
Buchanan, 1992; Jonas, 2011; Nussbaum, 2011 Kimbell; 2009 a,b; Tonkinwise, 
2011), rather than organizing them into different design or design management 
traditions. For instance, it links up transformation design studies focusing on design 
and increasing organisational capacity for ongoing change (Burns et al., 2006, 
Junginger, 2008, Mulgan 2014) with those that follow a participatory design tradition 
with a focus on citizens as ‘agents’ and their active role in the creation of wellbeing. 
(Sangiorgi, 2011:68), either with an emphasis on democratising innovation (Ehn 1988; 
Simonsen and Robertson, 2013), a need to involve existing resources and respond to 
prevailing needs (Meroni et al, 2007; Manzini, 2008; Jégou and Manzini, 2008; 
Manzini and Staszowski, 2013, Manzini, 2015), or foregrounding design as 
‘infrastructuring’ activity, providing ongoing structures for engagement (Bjögvinsson 
et al., 2010/2012; Seravalli, 2013/2014, Binder et al. 2001). Furthermore, this 
thematic structure for the literature review also allowed a combination of the above 
with contributions on the use of design tools and methods (Brandt et al., 2013; 
Robertson and Simonsen, 2012; Jégou et al. 2006; Liedtka and Ogilvie, 2011; 
Engelbrektsson, 2002; Campbell et al., 2007 Schrage, 1999; Giaccardi and Candy, 
2009; Suchman, 2002); particularities of the design approach and the design practice 
(Laursen et al., 2014; Hassi and Laakso, 2011, Press and Cooper, 2003; Kimbell, 
2011/2012; Dorst, 2011; Kolko, 2010; Verganti, 2009; Rylander, 2009; Lawson, 2006; 
Krippendorff, 2006; Cross, 2001; Buchanan, 1992/2001; Bucciarielli, 1994; Schön, 
1983; Simon, 1996), as well as studies that discuss collaborations with designers and 
creative professionals (Liedtka, 2010/2011; Feldman and Boult, 2005; Seidel, 2000; 
Burns et al., 2006; Soila-Wadman and Svengren Holm, 2016; Johansson-Sköldberg 
and Woodilla, 2014; Berthoin-Antal and Strauss, 2013; Styhre and Eriksson, 2008).    
The main reason for organising the literature review along two main themes is 
that design research has, in recent years, devoted much more attention to how and to 
what extent products or services are embedded in the lives of individuals, and how 
their meaning evolves from social and cultural contexts. From this vantage point, 
products are more than physical objects, e.g. experiences or symbols or artefacts 
serving the formation of identity (e.g. Norman, 2004). However, what caught my 
interest in particular and, to a large extent, legitimizes the organisation by specific 
themes, is the shift that is included in this new recognition of ‘lives of the object’ 
(Engeström and Blacker, 2005:307): The shift from the intent of the designer 
(concerned with proposing compelling products and services) to an inter-subjective 
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perspective on design, emphasising the socio-material construction of such 
‘compelling-ness’. From this perspective, one sees how the significance of products 
or services emerges from their relations they have with other products, people, or 
society at large (Buchanan, 2001; Norman, 2004). Objects and signs become 
recognizable as part of on-going social negotiation, a practice that systematically 
forms the objects and signs of which they speak (Foucault, 1969:49) – e.g. 
systematically affirming relationships or disconnectedness, vicinity or distance 
between the meanings of different objects or signs. Products and services and even 
attractiveness (of the designer) thus become inherent part of social discourse. By way 
of explanation, the creation of positive initial reactions towards designers is as much 
based on socially agreed ideas of creative support (through designers), as it is based 
on powerful results. This perspective acknowledges that objects, services, methods 
etc. cannot be isolated from the values, beliefs, or behavioural patterns of social 
communities.  
Having underlined the significance of socially agreed ideas about design, we also 
need to acknowledge how learning (design) is part of a social practice, e.g. non-
designers learning what “we” use design devices for (e.g. Sanders et al., 2013, 
Engeström and Blacker, 2005; Binder et al., 2001). Lave and Wenger’s (1991) 
account of communities of practice has therefore received particular attention in 
relation to the discussion around design and innovation: It demonstrates how the 
interpretation of events, processes, or methods (e.g. their significance for one’s own 
practice) are socially negotiated. The study acknowledges how recounting stories of 
achievements or failures in ‘communities of practice’ essentially create (new) 
meaning. It “holds much of what is remembered, but also clues to what should be 
done in the future” (Sanders et al., 2013:148). For studying the attractiveness of 
designers, this is meaningful, as it sees attractiveness as part of an ongoing negotiation 
between people, objects, methods, and situations, rather than looking at it as an 
isolated phenomenon. This also reveals how transferring a new (design) approach 
involves resolving power struggles and navigating hierarchies (e.g. between different 
approaches or about the correct meaning of design held by professional or amateurs). 
For the evaluation of communities of practice, ‘non-traditional values’ are 
recommended (ibid.:140). Likewise, Buchanan emphasizes that this focus on how the 
meaning of an object evolves requires ‘new knowledge’ in design (Buchanan, 2001), 
knowledge that is able to guide design from the inside, e.g. knowledge about what 
shapes relationships between (amongst others) objects, signs, people, or between 
people and society (ibid.). A broader scope is therefore a fundamental requirement if 
we are to take the claim to understand the ‘life of things’ seriously. In the literature 
review of this thesis, this was achieved by linking contributions from across different 
schools of thought, rather than looking at the different discussions around the topic of 
design and innovation separately.  
Thinking in terms of specific themes has yet another advantage: it uncovers 
neighbouring principles, values, and beliefs in different schools of thought, e.g. about 
the construction of professional designer's practice with a set of practical design skills 
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and competences (Johansson-Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2013) or, potentially, the 
question of how positive initial reactions can be created through visible and invisible 
design methods and tools, but also through the successful inclusion of the people 
concerned. This allows us to see the relations and the implications and assumptions 
that structure several of the otherwise disconnected streams of literature around 
design and innovation. The conceptual dimension created in this way is used to 
analyse the empirical results of this thesis. Implicitly, this thesis also addresses calls 
for studies investigating the ethical implications and design principles of these 
different concepts (e.g. Buchanan, 2001/2015; Sangiorgi, 2011). It pays less attention 
to an intentional increase of creativity, the adoption of design as a new innovation 
approach, or to the mastery of particular (co-) design process steps in innovation 
contexts. 
3.2 FOCUS ON DESIGN TOOLS AND METHODS 
Kimbell (2011) notes that one dominant view of what designers do still consist of: 
“they make things. Visitors to professional design studios are likely to note a 
disorderly arrangement of objects on work surfaces, walls, and floors” (Kimbell, 
2011:290). This section includes research literature, which focuses on designers’ 
creative input in terms of methods and tools. Design tools include tools which can be 
considered quite conventional office tools and others which are less conventional: 
Sticky notes and flipcharts for example are familiar even outside the design context 
in that they help organize interaction between the participants of a working group – 
e.g. in a brainstorming exercise, where each participant contributes ideas by writing 
them on a sticky note. However, the design approach also contains tools such as 
storytelling, sketches, or visualisation, which are less common outside of design 
practice. Storytelling for example is well understood as a means of sharing and 
interpreting individual experience (e.g. Fisher, 1987), but less in terms of how it 
effects interdisciplinary workshops. Similarly, we have a good understanding of how 
rough visualisations operate as epistemic objects in design practice, generating new 
knowledge by virtue of their lack or incompleteness which demands unfolding (e.g. 
Ewenstein and Whyte, 2009; Henderson, 1991) but we again know less how they 
work in collaboration between non-designers and designers.  
While there is a strong consensus about the significance of design tools and 
methods for creativity and collaborative innovation (e.g. Jégou et al. 2006; Liedtka 
and Ogilvie 2011; IDEO, 2003), we have little knowledge as to how they influence 
the attractiveness of designers – e.g. effects of the differences between how non-
designers utilise design tools and how designers use them (e.g. Heinemann et al., 
2011). By way of explanation, on a general level, research has acknowledged that the 
use of design tools such as prototypes and models support innovation processes in 
organizations (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Luo et al., 2005) or customer interactions in 
group interviews (e.g. Engelbrektsson, 2002; Campbell et al., 2007), but has paid less 
attention to discussing the influence of designers’ search for a qualitative 
understanding or deeper insights, rather than looking for quantitative specifications, 
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in innovation processes. The first entails cognitive flexibility and contextual sense-
making, e.g. evaluating a solution in terms of meaning for a specific context, while 
the second involves an open exploration of the problems at hand. Also, it has been 
recognised that models and prototypes can initiate creativity and ultimately transform 
the way collaborative work practice is organized (Schrage, 1999; Giaccardi and 
Candy, 2009; Suchman, 2002), but less how designers’ emphasis on modelling 
synthesis – e.g. using visual language to capture and evaluate data –influences 
innovation processes. Research particularly highlights how designers can facilitate 
knowledge sharing and the co-creation of novel ideas in innovation workshops by 
creating temporary laboratories, where people meet and share ideas more openly, e.g. 
in mutual exploration around concept prototypes (e.g. Brandt et al, 2013; Seravalli, 
2013, Bjögvinsson et al., 2012, Manzini and Staszowski, 2013). All of these 
contributions emphasize the openness about the output of innovation, e.g. as an 
ongoing process ‘hardly ever constrained to the limits of the project’ (Bjögvinsson et 
al., 2012:105). Also, a cooperative and safe atmosphere for the inclusion of users as 
full partners in a mutual learning processes has been highlighted, e.g. learning about 
participants and contexts and learning about available technological options (e.g. 
Simonsen and Robertson, 2013; Buur and Matthew, 2008; Buur and Pedersen 2000). 
These type of active participants are associated with outcomes that are more likely to 
be accepted and supported during production (e.g. Simonsen and Roberts,on 2013; 
Buur and Matthew, 2008). Furthermore, well-managed participation is associated 
with a real dialogue and transparent decision making (ibid.), i.e. responsible inclusion. 
Also, limited time for collaboration is highlighted as a challenge for mutual learning 
processes, as projects rarely continue through the implementation of new products, 
where the process and its outcomes are evaluated and adapted – e.g. configuring 
available technology only (Simonsen and Robertson, 2013:6).  
Similarly, objects or images have been studied extensively in relation to their 
boundary spanning effect in interdisciplinary groups: Objects and images can have 
different meanings in the different disciplinary worlds of people included in an 
innovation workshop, but as they are recognizable in all disciplines, they can create 
and maintain coherence across them (Star and Griesemer, 1989; Carlile 2002; Holzer 
et al. 2011). Consequently, design has been largely discussed as meaning making 
(Buchanan, 1992, Krippendorff, 1989, Verganti, 2003), where re-interpretation 
largely characterizes designers’s innovation competences – transferring a product into 
different contexts or relating it to different user needs. 
Five principal effects of design methods and tools can be drawn from this: 
1) Collaboration and (customer) interaction 
2) Creativity 
3) Knowledge sharing 
4) Boundary spanning 
5) Meaning making and re-interpretation  
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Still, we know little about how for example the focus on re-interpretation of 
designers influences how non-designers use design tools, even while acknowledging 
their significance in relation to catalysing changing innovation approaches (Burns et 
al., 2006; Johansson-Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2014). This thesis argues that we need 
to know more about how the different use by designers actually influences how non-
designers use them. For example, seeing challenges as opportunities, or using 
reflection around rough prototypes as a means to integrate knowledge in order to learn 
from the members of an interdisciplinary innovation team may be as much a creativity 
enhancer as the prototypes (and other tools and methods) themselves. However, they 
are discussed less in relation to their effects in collaboration with designers, for whom 
this focus is their professional homeland: Design tools and methods necessarily 
become part of a laboratory setting, where improvement and progress are achieved by 
way of asking questions and testing and reflecting on ideas. The focus on learning as 
a problem-solving strategy and also the inspiring use of visual language in order to 
both capture information and drive the process, on more levels, between people, and 
using modelling synthesis, are often necessarily connected with working with 
designers. It can create open spaces for exchanges which influence the use of tools. 
Enabling interaction among cross-functional teams as well as contacts with and 
openness for requests from customers also promises higher success rates at the early 
stages of innovation processes (Hüsig and Kohn, 2003). An important message 
included in the focus on design methods and tools is essentially that designers may 
particularly influence innovation processes through their different use of design 
methods and tools. The first assumption this thesis is based on therefore has to be: 
Assumption 1: Designers influence the use of tools by creating 
inspiring spaces for open exchange. 
Studies that focus on the methodological input typically also stress that many of 
the design methods and tools that are applied outside the design practice in business 
contexts are applied with a rational management approach (Kimbell, 2011). For 
example, innovation teams using user scenarios, visual artefacts, and prototypes are 
applying iterative process models that move from generating user and customer 
insights, to generating ideas, and to testing and implementing them. The logic applied 
by these teams, however, often remains a rational, analytical one (e.g. relying on 
spread sheets and mission statements, rather than on stories derived from visual 
observation or the co-creation of prototypes, Liedtka, 2010). The influence of 
designers on the use of design tools and methods will therefore be reflected in relation 
to its influence on a rational logic, e.g. applying design tools in a more integrated way 
and approached from the standpoint of design principles and paradigms.  
The influence of designers’ focus on open exchange and cognitive flexibility will 
be further discussed in the next section. 
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3.3 BEYOND TOOLS AND METHODS 
A second stream of research argues that the attractiveness of designers essentially 
goes beyond the provision of more creative design methods and tools and includes 
the transfer design principles and paradigms. This focus particularly includes the 
provision of collaborative and aesthetic experiences. The two focus themes are 
summarized below. 
 FOCUSING COLLABORATIVE EXPERIENCES 
This section focuses on contributions describing the designer in relation to (positive) 
collaborative experiences (e.g. Soila-Wadman and Svengren Holm, 2016). The 
authors argue that enabling people to see collaborative ways of working as a key 
contribution of designers. Scholars have emphasized that it is particularly important 
for employees to see how people become engaged and have different ideas and 
opinions, to initiate acknowledgement of creative approaches: They “saw how 
creative methods can be as strong as technical methods”. Also, the designer is 
associated with virtually initiating a more open, user-centred or empathic working 
style, rather than only raising awareness for it: Research emphasizes that almost as a 
side effect of the collaboration with designers, user-centred, collaborative approaches 
are stimulated (e.g. Burns et al., 2006). Junginger (2008) – e.g. how the design project 
carried through together with a firm operated as a catalyst for more open, 
collaborative approaches. A readiness to collaborate with and learn from others 
(Styhre and Eriksson, 2008) can influence the development of business concepts in 
early stages of innovation by supplementing more traditional management measures, 
such as estimates of market potential or competitor assessments (Koen et al., 2001:51), 
with feedback from (senior) management or by aligning ideas with existing 
production process technology. Additionally, access to users may allow an insight 
into opportunities beyond market statistics, financial statements, or newspaper reports 
(ibid). 
However, evidence also suggest that, as the collaboration progresses, it remains 
challenging to put pioneering ideas and concepts based on inputs from collaborative 
workshops, efficiently into use by organisations (Lassen, 2016). It is argued that 
collaboration with designers may indeed have very little impact on the actual 
innovation process (ibid). Instead, it seems that the designers’ lack of traditional 
strategic steering mechanisms and performance measures, their tendency to broaden 
the focus of the problem space (e.g. going beyond a departmental focus), and their 
different working modes often challenge standard NPD processes and represent key 
difficulties for the collaboration (ibid.). A consequence of this is that, designers often 
need to spend time avoiding such adverse reactions: They “spend unproportioned 
amounts of time and resources trying to convince other development functions of their 
value, and yet they find themselves disintegrated from the formal innovation process” 
(Lassen, 2016:12). The focus on convincing other functions also resonates in 
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descriptions about designers’ preoccupation with their solutions’ conceptual 
excellence, rather than profitability (Minder et al. 2014).  
Additionally, concepts developed based on collaborative workshops would often 
far exceed the framework set by a development group. As an effect of this, concepts 
then need to be filtered and cut back to make them fit the specific divisions of an 
organisation (ibid.). While it is UX designers, who are discussed in this paper, the 
core argument about lacking impact on innovation processes of the organisation 
because of the difficulties the collaboration between non-designers and designer faces 
are comparable, as the discussion refers to similar characteristics of designer as this 
thesis does (Lassen, 2016).  
Assumption 2: The designer’s tendency to exceed existing 
frameworks with new ideas and concepts can create 
competition between two opposing approaches. 
We lack knowledge about how, with these benefits and difficulties in mind, 
‘seeing the strength of a more creative approach’ actually influences innovation 
processes. Questions about how for example not following the same process steps and 
opening up solution space (Bessant, 2009) influence innovation process (or remain an 
end itself) wait to be answered. The introduction of much-needed tools and strategies, 
suited to giving voice to actors who have not previously been involved and 
discovering emergent approaches (ibid.), can complicate collaboration and delay or 
prevent the development of the expected creativity remain unanswered. Given that 
innovation collaboration is commonly associated with accelerating innovation 
processes (e.g. Kodama, 2015), these questions, however, become more and more 
important. 
Assumption 3: The designer’s collaborative tools and 
strategies influence the early stages of innovation processes in 
that they may challenge existing innovation priorities and 
planning. 
  
 
 
 
26 
26 
 FOCUS ON AESTHETIC EXPERIENCES 
This section focuses on the attractiveness of designers based on their aesthetic 
competences. The acknowledgment of aesthetic competences of designers as a 
possible contribution to innovation can be traced back to the start of managerial 
interest in artistic approaches in the 1980s, when the confrontation with aesthetic and 
aesthetic competences were seen as ways for managers to recognize emotions and 
senses as part of organizational life (Johansson-Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2013). For 
example, discussing how one feels about a specific solution would also change 
communication among an innovation team. The authors, referring to Berthoin-Antal 
(2012), describe such artistic interventions in organizations as “various activities that 
bring people, products, and practices from the world of the arts into organizations” 
(ibid:539). Though the discussion focuses on artistic interventions, the same argument 
may also apply to designers, as these accounts include descriptions of similar value 
clashes as are described in this thesis. Additionally, researchers have argued that the 
foundations of design education lie in artistic processes (Johansson-Sköldberg and 
Woodilla, 2013), which further legitimizes the reference to the discussion about 
artistic interventions in the context of this thesis. Bringing unusual emotional and 
sensual aspects has been acknowledged to influence ideation in the early stages of 
innovation, as ideas are often fostered and nurtured in a non-linear fashion. However, 
emphasizing the non-rational aspects of innovation process challenges can also 
interfere with conventional and more linear process steps.  
Assumption 4: Designers influence collaboration by bringing 
in emotional and sensual aspects. 
The emotional and sensual aspect is what essentially characterizes the discussion 
around the aesthetic competences of designers. In order to create a theoretical 
understanding of the aesthetic competences of designers brought into the innovation 
process, this thesis draws on the meaning of the term ‘aesthetic’ in the romantic 
movement. Design is often viewed as a discipline working with aesthetics at the end 
of a product development process, that is, focusing on the aesthetics of products (e.g. 
Conway, 2009). The concept of aesthetic however has – as in the 18th century romantic 
movement in Germany – come to describe a kind of judgment, experience, and value 
(James, 2017). As argued by Soila-Wadman and Svengren Holm, (2016): “Human 
beings have a sense of harmony, composition, form and context, whether the question 
then is about the beautiful or the ugly” (ibid:184). And while we may perceive 
something as beautiful (or ugly), this aesthetic judgment is in turn based on cognition: 
It is based on “knowledge we obtain through the sensuous, bodily information” 
(ibid:185). I will refer to this more fundamental understanding of the concept of 
aesthetics when discussing the aesthetic experience in this thesis. Aesthetic 
competences are about knowing how to generate or challenge particular cognitions, 
which is also what is at the a core of the studio-based approach in design education 
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(Rylander, 2009): By giving and asking for feedback on design propositions in so-
called ‘design crit’, designers create an understanding of how something is perceived 
by others – e.g. what generates a positive/negative aesthetic experience.  
Varies aspects of aesthetic competences of designers have been acknowledged 
in research literature. In the context of artistic interventions, artists are seen as making 
employees think and act in new ways, thus helping them link up domain specific 
knowledge for innovation processes and leading to more creativity and increasingly 
innovative solutions (Johansson-Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2013). Thus, it is only 
logical that expressions such as ‘challenging prevailing assumptions’ (Junginger, 
2008:31), ‘reconsidering what the world is about’ (ibid,), ‘provoking fruitful 
discussion’ (Manzini, 2015), or ‘interpreting situation through new frames’ (Dorst, 
2011), and ‘creating distance to one’s own assumptions (ibid.), have all been related 
to design practice. They all acknowledge what in essence describes designers’ ways 
of breaking with common ways of perception and cognition in general, or the 
significance of creating distance to one’s ordinary view of the world in particular 
(Darsø, 2004) or arriving at more self-reflective ways of approaching problem: An 
aesthetic view of things is enacting plural views and facilitates a change of perspective 
(Styhre and Eriksson, 2008). “It helps defamiliarizing or denaturalizing predominant 
beliefs, assumptions, or practices and open up for new discussions” (ibid.:4-5). Part 
of what makes designers attractive for innovation is therefore their support for the 
consideration of different perspectives (Bucciarielli, 1994). Thus, from the aesthetic 
competence perspective, the key to designers’ aesthetic competences is their open, 
provocative nature.  This is what can be considered part of how designers’ work with 
aesthetics. It clearly connects with what was highlighted in innovation process 
literature: An openness for a variety of individual observations can encourage 
creativity and lateral thinking by defamiliarizing prominent beliefs and allowing for 
the identification of new opportunities in early stages of innovation.  
A next assumption therefore states: 
Assumption 5: The designers’ aesthetic competences influence 
search strategies in innovation processes in that they emphasize 
open exploration and relativeness of basic assumptions. 
Aesthetic competences of the designer particularly includes the practice of 
reflective reframing (Schön 1983). This implies engaging with different worlds of the 
broader problem context (Dorst, 2011), and navigating between thinking and doing 
(Kimbell, 2012). Designers integrate ‘hands with thought and theory with practice’ 
(Eneberg and Swengren Holm, 2015:11) as they engage in doing things, rather than 
studying and analysing – for example creativity (Lawson, 2006). Such 
experimentation involves risk-taking in terms of assuming new connections and 
possible solutions (Schön, 1983/1985). It involves interpretative flexibility and 
accepting a sense of uncertainty and unfamiliarity from believing in the need to 
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question fundamental assumptions in order to arrive at alternative solutions (Simon, 
1996). Hence, amateurs and experts are created, this time on a different level, namely 
the level cognitive flexibility: Shifting between different views and assumptions is 
clearly something the designer is more experienced at than non-designers. Implicitly, 
the designer therefore influences the emergence of two roles with different aesthetic 
competences: experts (of the design approach) and amateurs (non-designers). Lester 
and Piore (2004), for example, argue that managers lack the vocabulary and the 
concepts required to explicitly discuss and develop interpretative processes in 
innovation processes. It was, for example, reported to be difficult for managers to 
understand when someone asked them to describe feelings, e.g. about a particular 
room situation “What is the feeling when you come into a shower like that?” 
(Johansson-Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2014:546). While the exotic vocabulary and 
focus on emotions and self-reflection can potentially provide an opportunity to get 
familiar with (exotic) aspects that had so far been ignored, it therefore also creates 
particular roles. For example, non-designer may lack knowledge about the effect of 
the tools and how they come to be, from a lack of experience of working with artefacts 
and visual language (Lassen, 2016). Learning from the experts therefore often 
includes a downside; it virtually creates a division between experienced experts (the 
designers) – and amateurs or learner (non-designers). It seems that in collaboration 
with designers, two groups are present: insiders and outsiders; experts and amateurs; 
designers and non-designers. The expertise particularly concerns a lack of experience 
of working with visual and material artefacts (e.g. their production and effect).  
Assumption 6: Designers’ approach influences the emergence 
of two roles with amateur and expert aesthetic competences.  
Finally, designers’ aesthetic interventions seem also to immediately related to an 
increase in energy levels and action. “It is striking that participants very often use the 
word “energy” to refer to the experience of artistic interventions and the interaction 
with artists in particular. The impact on levels of energy is apparent both at the 
individual and the collective levels and serves as a catalyst for action.” (Berthoin and 
Strauss, 2013:31). The authors specifically refer the increase in energy to how artists 
and designers deal with different types of resistance: “Whereas in the management 
literature resistance is usually treated as something to be overcome or avoided, artists 
tend to work with resistance as a response. It then becomes a source of energy with 
which they can work creatively.” Referring to Lindqvist (2005), the authors (Berthoin 
and Strauss, 2013) note that, apart from being stimulating and exciting, the 
participants of artistic interventions felt more energized, which also “leaves its marks 
in their work and in their relations to the others at their workplace” (ibid:32). What 
characterizes accounts of contributions through the aesthetic competence of designers 
is ‘self-reflection and distance to one’s ordinary view‘, ‘consideration of different 
perspectives and beliefs’ and ‘increase of energy’. This positive driving force is also 
associated with finding opportunity in innovation processes (e.g. Kelley, 2001, Sloane, 
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2017), as it stands for the recurrent attempts needed to do so. The next assumption of 
this thesis therefore states: 
Assumption 7: Seeing designers work with resistance as a 
response and source of energy and creativity can influence the 
finding of opportunity in innovation processes.  
Resonating Manzini’s observation about designers being optimists, designers’ 
aesthetic competences are perceived in terms of a particular explorational approach: 
Teaching aesthetic competences in the studio system involves for example an 
emphasis on curiosity and revealing something new, rather than relying on what we 
already know. Manzini writes: “Being a designer means being an optimist. Given 
problems – even the most difficult problems – all we can do is to presume the 
possibility of solving them” (Manzini, 2008:5). Implicitly, the focus lies on 
acknowledging difficulties (rather than ignoring them) and, in spite of everything, 
believing in the possibility of finding an adequate solution (Cooper, 2003:4). 
Consequently, it involves a positive, driving force: “A designer is a maker” (ibid:6). 
Designers can furthermore be described in terms of a socializing process: Apart from 
transmitting skills and knowledge, design education is also aimed at producing a ‘very 
specific type of person’ (Stevens, 1995:105). While the author discusses architectural 
education, the core argument also applies to the studio approach of design education: 
Stevens (1995) argues that design education, unlike other educations, requires being 
something, i.e. “being” genius (ibid:112), thus identifying with what they do 
professionally. Together with Tonkinwise (2011) and Kimbell (2011/2012), who 
argue for an inherent particularity, e.g. involving the cluttering of all sorts of images 
or objects and arranging them on work surfaces, studio walls, and floors (Kimbell, 
2011), two additional characteristics of designers’ aesthetic competences can be 
added: Personal involvement and style. Personal involvement refers to truly being a 
designer, thus identifying with each design project (Stevens, 1995). In a reverse 
conclusion, this also implies that each designer develops an individual definition of 
what it means to be a designer and how to use individual design skill and knowledge 
(Press and Cooper, 2003). The personal involvement with the cause and full 
commitment is considered to provide the designer with confidence (Stevens, 1995) 
and it is associated with the entrepreneurial skills of the designer, e.g. the 
opportunistic use of whatever media a project requires (Press and Cooper, 2003). Style 
refers to a competence of the designer as described by Tonkinwise (2011). She 
demonstrated how designers are adept navigators of tastes (e.g. moving between 
tastes regimes), which emphasizes the fact that being a designer involves adopting a 
certain lifestyle, work environment, and habits: “Designers are concerned with style, 
because style is a translator of people’s structured choices into action propensities” 
(Tonkinwise, 2011: 538).  Style accordingly involves what Tonkinwise calls ‘visual 
literacy’ from browsing different media – for a sense of different formal trends – from 
collecting inspiring examples and constantly critiquing the aesthetic quality of other 
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designers’ outputs “Designers are concerned with style, because style is a translator 
of people’s structured choices into action propensities” (ibid:538). Accordingly, style 
specifically refers to aesthetic literacy (e.g. knowledge about form, and compositions) 
and the vocabulary of aesthetic qualities. In this thesis, the focus is on these particular 
characteristics of designers. 
While the influence of aesthetic competences of designers are acknowledged, we 
have little understanding of how, for example, optimism mixed with continuing 
curiosity and concerns about the fashionable appearance of designers influence 
innovation processes. This becomes however more and more important, as the 
collaboration with designers happens in situation where the use of all these elements 
may vary according to process.  
 OVERVIEW RESEARCH ASSUMPTIONS 
Research on the influence of designers indicates that seven main assumptions can be 
made about how designers potentially influence innovation processes. 
A=Attractiveness assumptions 1-7       
 Principle area 
of influence 
Assumption description 
A1 Methods and 
tools 
Designers influence the use of tools by creating 
inspiring spaces for open exchange. 
A2 Collaboration The designer’s tendency to exceed existing frameworks 
with new ideas and concepts can create competition 
between two opposing approaches. 
A3 Innovation 
processes 
The designer’s reframing tools and strategies influence 
early stages of innovation processes in that it may 
challenge existing innovation priorities and planning. 
A4 Collaboration Designers influence collaboration by bringing in 
emotional and sensual aspects. 
A5 Innovation 
processes  
The designers’ aesthetic competences influence search 
strategies in innovation processes in that they 
emphasize open exploration and relativeness of basic 
assumptions. 
A6 Collaboration The designers’ approach influences the emergence of 
two roles with amateur and expert aesthetic 
competences. 
A7 Innovation 
processes 
Seeing designers work with resistance as a response 
and source of energy and creativity can influence the 
finding of opportunity in innovation processes. 
Table 1: Three principle areas of influences of the designer in innovation processes 
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Table 1 presents possible explanations for the design-innovation paradox as 
research assumptions. These assumptions guide the empirical research in that they 
address one or more of these assumptions, testing or expanding on the initial 
explanation. Also, three principal areas of influence of the designer in innovation 
processes can be established from reviewing the focus of the assumptions: Research 
on the influence of designers indicates that three main variables potentially act as 
influencing factors for collaborations with designers. They are: 
1) Influence on the use of tools and method 
2) Influence on collaboration  
3) Influence on innovation processes.  
The influence of designers in innovation processes, given the designer-innovation 
paradox - will therefore be researched through these three principal perspectives.   
 
4. SOCIAL PRACTICE PERSPECTIVE  
4.1 POSITIONING OF THE STUDY 
What justifies another study of the role of designers in innovation processes, when 
research literature has already dedicated many studies to this topic? The next section 
positions this thesis in relation to other studies as a sub-category of social 
constructivist perspectives. 
In order to understand the attractiveness of designers in innovation research has 
so far mainly focused on distinguishing between different functions and roles – e.g. 
an as amplifier of resources, facilitator of inclusion, catalyst for change (Manzini, 
2008/2015; Manzini and Staszowski, 2013; Sangiorgi, 2011; Burns et al., 2006; 
Junginger, 2008), or as an enabler of participation and co-design (e.g. Simonsen and 
Robertson, 2013; Buur and Matthew, 2008; Buur and Pedersen 2000). While I 
acknowledge the merits of all of these studies in terms of clarifying the functions of 
designers in innovation, I also believe that the description of roles includes certain 
limitations. The discussion of various roles implies an understanding of clearly 
defined roles. This work is less concerned with social practice, in which designers 
and non-designers develop these roles through a process of interaction between 
individuals who hold opposing values, and more with the question of extending 
design practice and with innovating more effectively. The process of defining roles 
and responsibilities in the encounter of and interaction between designers and non-
designers is not described. This is understandable, as roles are usually (verbally) 
defined in project agreements or design briefs and will be shaped through specific 
innovation contexts. Instead, more social perspectives – which specifically emphasize 
that roles cannot be occupied, but must be enacted (Turner, 1956) – are neglected. 
What distinguishes the two concepts is that the latter definition considers norms as a 
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social phenomenon in that they need to be depicted and communicated in 
communities (Kincaid, 2004). The focus of this thesis on the designer and on the 
perceived attractiveness of designers in innovation processes already underlines the 
social dynamic of the phenomena investigated in this thesis – e.g. involve 
communication and interaction between people, which in turn are based on norms – 
e.g. what to expect of designers. Hence, a social practice perspective appeared 
particularly appropriate to investigate the type of questions of the thesis. Also, 
neglecting this social-communicative aspect of norms and roles means overlooking 
what influences the emergence of particular roles. This lack means that we have little 
means to avoid conflicts arising from different understandings of the required roles 
and respective behaviours or, more generally, to manage roles in innovation processes: 
while we know a lot about how designer can contribute to an increase in creativity 
and innovation (e.g. Burns et al., 2006), we have little understanding of how designers 
influence the attractiveness, e.g. through their influence on the collaboration or on the 
innovation process. I argue that as part of understanding collaboration with designers, 
we need to understand the social practice that shapes them. This social practice 
perspective focuses on the social interactions between people, and it takes into 
account that roles cannot be occupied, but emerge from social interactions between 
people with varies different ideas (about the meaning of design in innovation process), 
experiences, and goals. Thus, the social perspective moves beyond organizing the 
collaboration according to different roles of the designers and beyond a cumulative 
perspective, emphasizing the designers as mediators of design methods in innovation 
context, to describe designers’ activities as situated and changing practice that can 
change the relationships between designers and non-designers, and potentially affect 
the way design approaches and propositions are experienced and (mis-) understood 
etc. by non-designers. By looking at the designer from a social practices perspective, 
we can start to understand the dynamic process in which roles emerge.  
Using a social practice perspective involves consideration for the various social 
aspects of an activity (in this case, the activity of designers). It suggests such questions 
as: what kind of activities do designers in innovation processes include and which 
interests this serves (Herndl and Nahrwood, 2000:261). It is about trying to 
understand how these practices support the emergence of different types of 
relationships, roles, and understandings. In other words, the roles of designers in 
innovation processes are considered less stable and less shaped by role definitions 
(e.g from a project brief) than it might seem from the project reviews. Instead, they 
are viewed as emerging from an on-going social process, in which they can change, 
vary, or lead to misunderstandings or errors (Herndl and Nahrwold, 2000). Therefore, 
the principle characteristic of social practice (their openness to error, variation, and 
change) will help recognize them in the practice of the designer. This allows drawing 
conclusions for some of the elements which constitutes the attractiveness of designers 
beyond the common argument of the designers providing access to design methods 
and tools. Applying a social practice perspective will therefore specifically help 
analyse how ideas about the role of the designer in innovation evolve and change, 
how their practice can foster the emergence of a different use of design tools, and how 
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it influences innovation processes. It allows seeing the development of the shifting 
nature of collaboration and variations between various manifestations of collaboration. 
It also reveals the critical role of non-designers in the emergence of different types of 
use of tools or the different nature of collaboration (e.g. with different roles and levels 
of access to information). Thus, this thesis proposes to increase knowledge about the 
developing and changing nature of roles emerging from working together, as this is 
where we can learn more about how the practice of the designer influences the 
perceptions of opposing values and the perception of design as innovation approach. 
There is limited knowledge of the designer viewed as a social practice directed at the 
building of specific roles and types of collaboration with non-designers in innovation 
processes. Existing structural descriptions are not able to entirely explain what I call 
the designer-innovation paradox. 
The study of roles as product of social processes has been greatly stimulated by 
the actor network theory ANT (Latour, 1987). A key statement of ANT is that people 
are not actually able to act independently of other actors or entities. The advantage is 
that designers’ roles can be described as emerging from action within a network of 
various human and non-human actants (i.e. Clausen and Yoshinaka, 2007; Binder et 
al., 2011; Hillgren et al. 2011; Seravalli; 2013/2014, Bjögvinsson et al. 2012; Ehn, 
2008). It also includes the drawback of creating a gap between what is theoretically 
described as the interconnected networks of actants and what is experienced in 
innovation with designers, e.g. the influence of one particularly challenging actor. 
Consequently, ANT has been criticized for remaining entirely descriptive: “[…] with 
the network model […] we can easily account for anything, no matter what happens 
[…] Latour’s explanatory framework would need no adjustment at all” 
(Amsterdamska, 1990). In other words, with ANT, we are able to recognize the 
unfolding nature of reality by identifying clusters of actors and describing how they 
come together and shape social realities, such as roles, in retrospect. To explain 
variation and changes in the created realities, ANT is therefore less powerful. It fails 
to provide explanations for the significance which particular actors have, because the 
importance they have results from social processes (ibid.). ANT can give no 
indications, for example, about what made associations strong or how each of the 
actants contributed in different ways and for different reasons to the emergence of 
new social realities. Consequently, we have no conclusive explanation for the strong 
attractiveness designers have as collaboration partners for innovation process – given 
the difficulties, which are associated with it.  
I therefore argue that ANT is not an apt perspective for explaining the designer-
innovation paradox described above, because it focuses on the emergence of roles as 
product of complex interconnected networks of different human and non-human 
actors in retrospect, rather than looking for the mechanisms included in the social 
practice, which can explain the attractiveness of including designers in innovation 
processes. I chose to start describing the designers’ activities as situated and changing 
practice, because I am committed to the idea that considering social aspects of an 
activity produces an understanding of how such practices support the emergence of 
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different types of collaboration and roles for designers, in ways that other kinds of 
research cannot. Considering Johansson and Woodila’s argument (Johansson and 
Woodilla 2008:22) that we need to know more about “what really happens when 
design thinking meets management thinking?” as well as the emphasis on the 
reciprocal social process of building up different qualities of consultancy 
relationships (Nikolova, et al. 2009), it is considered reasonable to use a social 
practice approach when trying to contribute to understanding the strong attractiveness 
of designers in innovation processes. The social practice perspective is the choice of 
the author, legitimized by the need to better understand what constitute the 
attractiveness of including designers. 
Finally, from a design research perspective, legitimation for another study can 
be supported by different arguments. Most importantly, the past focus on static 
descriptions of best practices and the identification of conflicting contexts or issues 
legitimizes additional study: So far, the focus of existing studies has largely ignored 
the dynamic character of designers’ roles and the critical part of the involved actors 
in determining roles. Johansson-Sköldberg and Woodilla’s (2008) contribution is 
their mapping of design, management, and design management research paradigms 
and their recognition of the need for research applying alternative practice-based 
methodologies to action research focusing on design in innovation to understand what 
really happens when management thinking meets design thinking. Similarly, Kimbell 
(2009b) contributes to our understanding of design activity by proposing to go beyond 
describing two incommensurable positions (of management and design) by using a 
practice perspective. These two articles are the main inspiration for the social practice 
perspective. They represent the meta-discourse focusing on positioning different 
design research contribution in relation to their epistemological stance, indicating a 
relevant research gap for complementary research perspectives.  
4.2 DEFINITION AND OPERATIONALISATION OF SOCIAL 
PRACTICE  
Bourdieu (1977) argues that social practices are not guided by a system of clearly 
defined rules (instead, this is what it looks like only in retrospect): Practitioners adopt 
certain methodologies as part of their sense of what works and will lead them towards 
interesting, purposeful results, but are simultaneously involved in revising the norm. 
Accordingly, designing may – in retrospect – be described in terms of containing roles 
with specific responsibilities, actions, methods, and mind-sets. However, the role of 
designers in collaboration with non-designers can also be understood as a process of 
practical decisions about what works and what is a suitable or proper way of 
accomplishing the job. The roles of designers in an innovation processes are less 
stable and less shaped by role definitions (e.g. in a project brief) than it might seem 
from project reviews; instead, they are “on-going processes, open to error, variation, 
and change” (Herndl and Nahrwold, 2000:266).  
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The term ‘practices’ refers to organised sequences of actions: “[Practices are] 
structured spatial–temporal manifolds of action such as political practices, cooking 
practices, recreational practices and religious practices” (Schatzki, 2006:1864). 
Practices consist of two basic components, namely action and structure (Schatzki, 
2006). This thesis will focus on these two dimensions when analysing the social 
practice of designers in innovation processes. They are introduced in the next two 
sections.  
Unfortunately, an emphasis on the similarities between the two concepts 
(innovation and design) has often led to the assumption that an improvement in the 
quality of collaboration between designers and innovation groups would specifically 
lie in the improvement of the project management skills of designers (e.g. 
implementation skills and knowledge of theories of change (Mulgan, 2014; Parker, 
2009). 
 ACTION AND NORMS  
Practice consists of two basic components: action and structure (Schatzki, 2006). 
Action is something that one does. Structures, instead, are the organizing principles 
of these actions. This relies on norms and the social understanding of the world.  
Norms are considered a social phenomenon, in that they need to be depicted and 
communicated in communities (Kincayd, 2004). Such norms are subsumed in four 
interrelated groups:  
1) Understanding of the action that constitute the practice  
2) Rules or explicit directives (which practice can observe or disregard)  
3) Understanding of what is acceptable practice, and a 
4) General understanding of the nature of the practice (e.g. what ‘design’ 
consists of) (Schatzki, 2006).  
The analysis of social practice this thesis puts focus on these particular categories 
of norms. In the context of social practice, norms are therefore linked to different 
types of knowledge, including a general understanding of the world around us. They 
are an expression of the reasons for actions and offers indications about how to 
perform the action: “A specific social practice contains specific forms of knowledge. 
For practice theory, this knowledge is more complex than ‘knowing that’. It embraces 
ways of understanding, knowing how, ways of wanting and of feeling that are linked 
to each other within a practice. In a very elementary sense, in a practice the 
knowledge is a particular way of ‘understanding the world’, which includes an 
understanding of objects (including abstract ones), of humans, of oneself” (Reckwitz, 
2002:253).  
This thesis uses accounts of designers’ actions (what they do) and norms (why 
and how to they do it). From the description of the design approach the first 
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corresponds to the method level in that it focuses on the application of different 
methods and tools. ‘Norms’ subsumes both principles (rules and explicit directives, 
understanding of the actions that constitute the practice and understanding of what is 
acceptable practice), and paradigms (general understanding of the nature of practice). 
Favouring the terms ‘action’ and ‘structures’ over methods, the principles and 
paradigms allow one to specifically focus on the main components of the social 
practice of designing, thus avoiding the unnecessary complications of different 
terminologies and meaningless distinctions. Instead, the terms underline the particular 
analysis of the relationship between the two principal components of practice: action 
and (organizing) structure.  
4.3 ACTIONS AND NORMS OF DESIGNERS 
Designers make things: they create visual, hand-crafted representations of existing 
and ideas and resources. And they generate and specify new visions and alternative 
scenarios: “A designer is a maker” (Press and Cooper, 2003:6). They create future 
visions. Furthermore, making and communicating through physical models (Capjon 
and Edeholt, 2008) means that, because they often work in a team of both designers 
and other professionals, communication is a key-component of designing. “Designers 
are […] adept communicators” (Press and Cooper, 2003:6). Finally, research is seen 
as a central activity of the creative design process: “[Specifically at the start of a 
design project are] designers are preoccupied with research, relating to the 
consumers, clients and users of the designed product, and searching for 
understanding of the context in which they operate, their needs and their responses 
to the design idea” (ibid:135). The operations that characterize such a research 
processes are sequences of experimenting and reflecting (Schön, 1983/1985). 
Furthermore, sequences of divergent activities (where designers immerse themselves 
in the problem area) and convergent activities aimed at forming an analysis in 
propositions are emphasized in the descriptions of the design process (Drews, 2009): 
“A designer uses abduction to generate an idea or a number of ideas, deduction to 
follow these ideas to their logical consequences and predict their outcomes, testing 
of the ideas in practice, and induction to generalize from the results” (Dunne and 
Martin, 2006:518). This thesis showed that the application of a hands-on approach 
contributed to the creation of a laboratory atmosphere which encourages a different 
use of design tools and methods. Also, the creation of positive collaboration 
experiences through demonstrating surprising use of design prototypes contributed to 
positive collaboration experiences, which encouraged a different use of tools.  
Designers usually maintain openness throughout the iterative design process: “A 
design attitude fosters an acceptance of and a comfort with a problem-solving process 
that remains liquid and open, celebrating new alternatives as it strives to develop a 
best design solution” (Boland and Collopy, 2004:10). Openness is linked to another 
belief: the iterative reframing logic (asking what is behind the problem) as an 
adequate problem-solving approach, as described in a quote on design thinking: “The 
ability to frame a problematic situation in new and interesting ways is widely seen as 
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one of the key characteristics of design thinking” (Paton and Kees, 2001). Reframing 
is what links design to (organisational) learning discourse. It contains the belief in 
questioning the underlying assumptions, policies, goals, programs for effective 
organisational learning, which can challenge and adapt existing norms and policies 
(Argyris, 1977; Argyris and Schön, 1978). The concept of framing is borrowed from 
social sciences, where ‘frames’ were introduced in the context of artificial intelligence, 
to refer to cognitive structures selected from memory and modified to fit new 
situations (Minsky, 1975). For the design process, it is seen as the key creative step, 
which allows creating original solutions and provide a fresh perspective – e.g. by 
considering a wider context (Paton and Dorst, 2011). Usually, designers aim at 
challenging the norm of the existing order (Drews, 2009) through asking “what could 
be”, or the activity of abductive reasoning (Dew, 2007) and includes creating new 
understanding and generating new meaning (Krippendorff, 2006; Verganti, 2009). 
Reconsidering and negotiating meaning includes reframing-activities (see below 
‘structures’), which often contains the creation and use of metaphor or analogy, 
contextual engagement, and imagining future contexts (Paton and Dorst, 2011:580). 
The principle of framing is closely interlinked with respective mind-sets: Designer 
are described as optimists (Manzini, 2008). A positive, experimental, and explorative 
mentality is seen as a key element of designers (Brown, 2008; Kelley, 2001). This 
requires an acceptance of failure and personal courage (Fraser, 2009). Designers are 
future-oriented and tolerant of ambiguity (Boland and Collopy, 2004, Cooper et al., 
2009; Rylander, 2009). Finally, professional design practice is structured through 
knowledge about using particular things in a certain way (Reckwitz, 2002). Artefacts 
are a central part in this concern because they are a carrier of knowledge. Some of the 
inherent design knowledge includes knowledge from creating, modifying, re-
combining, copying, and reflecting upon artefacts, i.e. on their configuration, 
manufacturing, and possible re-combination (Cross, 2006: 54–55). Data from this 
thesis showed that reactions to designers’ optimism and emphasis on an open 
approach are difficult to predict. It can amplify belief or doubts in a more open 
approach, as it is differently interpreted by non-designers – e.g. as ignorance for 
existing expertise or exciting way of dealing with challenges.  
Furthermore, designers apply an empathic, user-centred approaches to develop 
an understanding of a particular challenge (Hassi and Laakso; 2011; Brown, 2008; 
Kelley, 2001). This includes the application of participatory and collaborative design 
methods and visualization techniques for ideation and the development of deep 
understanding (e.g. ethnographically inspired methods like user dairies, stakeholder 
mapping, or rapid prototyping). For the purpose of this thesis, ‘what designers do’ is 
summarized in four categories: they communicate, research, process material, and 
they make things (visualisations and propositions) – cf. table 2. From the data of this 
thesis it became clear that the use of human-centred methods and tools have multi-
levelled function: they serve as means to generate legitimacy for novel ideas, and they 
help designers to demonstrate innovation their competence more open innovation 
tools, which in turn is important to get authorisation to bring in fresh ideas and 
challenge current assumptions. Finally, the wide collection of human-centred tools 
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and methods brought in by designers also helps creating an unconventional, exciting 
atmosphere required for open spaces for reflection. It is the mastery of this different 
tools by designers, which convinces non-designers of the meaningfulness of more 
playful, flexible tools and methods – e.g. creating focused atmosphere where valuable 
innovation content is co-created. 
The organizing structures of designing include principles and paradigms. They 
include holistic, integrative, and abductive logic: “The designers who can solve the 
most wicked problems do it through collaborative integrative thinking, using 
abductive logic, which means the logic of what might be. Conversely, deductive and 
inductive logic are the logic of what should be or what is” (Dunne and Martin, 
2006:513). Data from this thesis makes clear that such integrative thinking and the 
abductive logic can be interpreted as a lacks of a clear concept by non-designers and 
can diminish trust in the designer’s innovation competences. 
Furthermore, designers apply relative value; they do not apply fixed measures 
for the evaluation of products (Lawson, 2006). Although it may be possible to 
measure design on different scales of satisfaction for a series of different factors (e.g. 
robustness, style, mobility, and safety), it will remain difficult to relate the results. 
There is no right solution, no one right answer. Instead, different users will favour 
different components of a product. Often, a whole range of alternatives is offered. 
Design products are evaluated contextually (Krippendorff, 2006).  
Table 2 provides an overview of the elements of the social practice of designers. 
The overview is used as orientation for the analysis of empirical data.  
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 Concrete examples 
A
ct
io
n 
M
et
ho
ds
 le
ve
l 
Create  
Creating visual representation (e.g. of existing resources and ideas) 
Creating future visions and alternative scenarios 
Creating metaphors, analogy, imagining of new contexts and new 
meanings 
Communicate 
Communicating through physical models  
Communicating with teams of both designers and other professionals 
Research 
Collecting empirical data through participatory, immersive, user-centred 
tools and methods  
Divergent (e.g. immerse) and convergent activities (e.g. synthesize)  
Envisioning future use through scenario building 
Combining different methodologies and logics 
St
ru
ct
ur
es
 
Pr
in
cip
le
s 
le
ve
l 
Hand-on and visual approach 
Visual language drives the iterative design process  
Multi-perspectives principle 
Ill-defined, changing problems require contextual meaning making 
Collaborative approach aiming at integrating varies perspectives 
Reframing principle 
Challenging the obvious, redefining solution space 
Iterative learning principle 
The search for understanding drives input collecting  
Sequences of input collecting and processing characterize the search for 
understanding and drive the problem-solving process 
Qualitative probing for input to identify values and priorities within the 
complexity 
Pa
ra
di
gm
s 
 le
ve
l  
Fundamental assumptions 
Knowledge about the particular use of artefacts 
Knowledge about the making, copying, re-combining of artefacts 
Knowledge about artefacts (composition, manufacturing, re-combination) 
 
Values and beliefs 
Relative values for output measurement  
Open, optimist, opportunistic values 
Future oriented, personal courage, ambiguity tolerance 
 
Logic 
Holistic, abductive, and integrative logic  
Logic of reframing and logic of “what could be” 
Relative evaluation (e.g. no one right answer) 
Table 2: Overview social practices of designers  
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4.4 DEPICTING THE SOCIAL PRACTICE OF DESIGNERS 
This thesis argues that the principal characteristic of social practice (their openness to 
error, variation, and change) will help recognize the designers’ practices in 
collaboration between non-designers and designers: For example, patterns emerge 
from linking variations, similarities, changes, and errors between two or more parallel, 
but varying practices, thus demonstrating the practice of designers. This thesis focuses 
on these particular characteristics of social practice. We can state two main ways of 
how social practice is recognized: 
• Social practice is recognized in what remains the same under 
different conditions 
• Social practice is recognized in practice errors (practices that miss 
their goals) 
Variations and changes are similar phenomena, which can both be identified 
through a comparison with different manifestations of designers’ practice. Change is 
associated with modification of the entire practice, while variation may apply to a 
specific level of the practice (e.g. the use of tools or methods). For example, the 
designer may vary between different introductions to a workshop, thus pointing to the 
introduction as part of design practice. Similarly, the nature of the representation may 
change altogether. Thus, it becomes clear that mastering subsequent alterations to the 
system and different types of representations are both part of particular design practice. 
While such changes and variation may go unnoticed during a workshop, they may 
generate surprises and become apparent in the reactions of participants, e.g. in what 
is perceived as regular or normal use. Errors usually generate difficulties, frustration, 
delays, interruptions, or a breakdown of collaboration. Typically, the time required 
for iterative input can generate frustration. Another example is the frustration 
stemming from subsequent reframing and ambiguous priorities in the practice of 
designers. This can affect the structured planning of innovation processes. In this 
thesis, these moments of frustration and failure are viewed as indicators for the 
practice of designers. Conversely, the discussion of ‘successes’ (satisfying 
collaboration) also contributes to the identification of social practice. Participants of 
a workshop may be impressed by how ill-defined problems are approached through 
contextual settings, and by the pace with which new and useful ideas are generated.  
The above effects from social practice of the designer can be outlined as follows: 
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Social practice 
effects  
Selected indicators 
Variation, change Surprise from … 
…Variations in the system
…Demonstration of variety
Change Comparisons… 
…between what can be called ‘regular’ with a new use of e.g.
design tools and methods 
Failure and errors Frustration stemming from difficulties with the designer such 
as … 
…subsequent reframing and frequent changes in planning
…ambiguous priorities set in the workshop
Success Surprises from … 
…the benefits of flexible, contextual meaning making
…the pace of idea generation
Table 3: Overview of effects and examples of the social practice of designers 
Following Bourdieu’s example of gifts as social practice, one key organising 
principle of social practices is that of consistent phases (i.e. gift-making, reception of 
gifts, and counter-gifting). This thesis suggests looking at design activities in 
innovation in terms of specific phases, which consist of a series of appropriate 
activities. However, the structure of designing has so far mainly been described in 
terms of a development process (i.e. the use of different methods for understanding, 
ideation, selection, testing etc. e.g. Brown, 2008).  
The practice of designers can be structured along different phases of 
collaboration (pre-project phase, implementation phase, post-project phase).  
CHAPTER II  
METHODOLOGICAL 
APPROACH 
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This chapter describes the research strategy of the thesis. Having presented the 
research questions, this chapter outlines how the thesis intends to investigate them. It 
first introduces the general perspective the thesis applies to the subject, i.e. the social 
practice perspective, before introducing the research strategy and the methodological 
approach (data collection and analysis). The author’s background as a designer and 
design researcher at a University of Applied Sciences is presented in the final section 
of this chapter. 
 
5. LAYOUT OF THIS THESIS 
This thesis brings together five papers and an extended summary to link them and add 
an additional layer of analysis. The extended summary – or the thesis proper, as I shall 
call it - was written after the papers were produced. Its terminology may differ from 
the papers, as it evolved over time and the vocabulary used in the individual papers 
was chosen to match specific scientific journals. Where necessary, this issue is 
addressed in the summary of each paper.  
This thesis consists of five parts. The first part describes the problem and purpose 
and presents the approach and tools that serve to study the problem. The frame of 
reference describes central concepts and discusses models of design in innovation 
processes in relation to the social practices shaping them. Furthermore, the research 
question of the study is presented. The second part discusses the methodology used 
for answering the research question. The third part presents the analysis of the 
empirical data (in-case and cross-case analysis) and their results in the form of a 
description of designers’ practices. These discussion of the practices in relation to 
existing research and conclusions and suggestions for further research form the fourth 
part. 
The linear sequence of rational arguments used to describe the research question, 
purpose, and strategy suggests a deductive approach with a theory-driven hypothesis. 
However, the research process mainly used empirical research driven by tentative 
assumptions. Each study tested and expanded on these initial explanations for the 
puzzling design-innovation paradox by abductive research (Bryman and Bell, 2015). 
The conceptual background and analytical approach were therefore not finalized until 
the results of the papers had been analysed.  
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6. RESEARCH STRATEGY 
The purpose of this chapter is to outline the research strategy that supports the 
investigation of the three research questions in this thesis in a valid and reliable way. 
The research strategy needs to serve the research purpose and help investigate the 
three research questions. Key aspects of such a strategy are the motivation for 
choosing an inductive case-based research strategy, the choice of method used in the 
cases, and the selection of the empirical basis. The author’s background as a designer 
and design researcher at a University of Applied Sciences is described in the final 
section of this chapter.  
6.1 REASON FOR CHOOSING AN INDUCTIVE CASE-
BASED RESEARCH STRATEGY 
The research purpose of this thesis is of an exploratory nature, as the research question 
is phrased as a “how” and “why” question aimed at theory building, for which case-
based research can be a feasible choice (Yin, 2003). “Case study research allows for 
investigation of phenomena in […] a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life 
context, when the boundaries between the phenomenon and the context are not 
evident” (ibid: 23). The strength of case-based research is that the phenomenon can 
be studied in its natural setting in a more holistic, interpretative, and empathic way 
(Stake, 1995). A holistic approach involves consideration for the interrelationships 
between the phenomenon and its context, in this case, the interrelation between the 
attractiveness of designers and the innovation context with e.g. the organisations, 
people, and practices involved. Thus, case-based research allows answering the why, 
what, and how questions in in-depth descriptions of the nature and complexity of the 
phenomenon (Meredith, 1998).  
I was interested in gaining insights from analysing concrete experiences and 
practices related to the described phenomenon – from studying cases in their 
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Figure 5: Structure of the thesis 
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“temporal and local particularity and starting from people’s expressions and 
activities in their local contexts” (Flick, 2010:21). This implies an inductive research 
design, where concepts, categories, and relations are developed from empirical data 
(ibid:311). A deductive method would be less helpful with regards to understanding 
the mechanisms of the phenomenon, since deductive models by nature are more rigid. 
However, the thesis follows a deductive approach, where an initial understanding of 
the phenomena exists. In order to start working with the three research questions of 
this thesis, a selective literature review was initially conducted to derive assumptions 
that capture the possible correlation between the attractiveness of designer and 
potential difficulties. Key expectations are specified as assumptions, creating a 
magnifying glass for studying the attractiveness of designers and potential difficulties 
in collaboration. Additionally, the research particularly paid attention to themes 
emerging from data. 
Voss et al. (2002) provide guidelines for the design of case-based research in the 
field of operations management. Considering their classification, the thrust of 
research in this thesis can be classified as theory-building, rather than exploration, 
which uncovers areas for research, because it focuses on the identification of variables, 
describes patterns and links between these variables, and identifies the “why” of the 
existing relationships (Voss et al., 2002:198). Theory is associated with four key 
components: definitions of terms or variables, a domain, the exact setting in which 
the theory can be applied, a set of relationships, and specific predictions (Wacker, 
1998:361). 
6.2 EMPIRICAL RESEARCH DESIGN 
The purpose of this thesis is to build theory from case study research, because the 
phenomenon has so far been included only in pure study. Unlike research following 
a hypothesis-testing strategy for theory building, inductive research is less formalized: 
“[inductive research] lacks a generally accepted model for its central creative 
process” (Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988:741). The authors suggest organizing 
inductive research in iterative cycles that involve finding patterns in empirical data, 
building research assumptions guided by existing literature, and sharpening the 
empirical insights and analysis based on these (ibid) (compare figure 5).  
The iterative nature of the case study research also required a consecutive design 
of the studies in this thesis: Each study combined insights from the previous studies 
with insights from literature. Thus, the final framework had not been finalized at the 
start of the first study; instead, the research model and framework for the analysis 
where shaped by the results of each of the studies. The studies used earlier versions 
of the analytical frameworks described in each of the papers. 
This thesis has to balance the trade-offs between the number of cases and the 
depth of observation, while considering the available resources. Several potential 
approaches are recommended for theory building (Wacker 1998).  
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few focused case studies 
a) in-depth case studies 
b) multi-site case studies 
c)  best-in-class case studies.  
Linked with the number of cases is the choice between the type of studies: real-
time or retrospective. The advantage of retrospective studies is the greater control 
over case selection (i.e. we can identify cases which represent different roles of 
designers only in retrospect). Another advantage is that they are less time consuming 
than real-time studies. The drawback of retrospective studies lies in the limited 
opportunities for determining causes and effects, because participants may not recall 
or recount important events (Voss et al., 2002:202). The limited resources available 
in a thesis framework require reaching a balanced choice between the number of cases 
and detail of the studies. One or two longitudinal study may not be enough, because 
of poor reference material confirming or contradicting the findings. For example, the 
designer’s position within one specific innovation process may be the result of 
individual characteristics of the designer or the type of innovation process (i.e. 
containing per se an open atmosphere) and findings therefore remain an idiosyncrasy 
of that one particular case and particular process phase.  
Thus, this thesis combined a set of different cases (i.e. different contexts, goals, 
and innovation cultures) in order to secure cases which will cover different contexts 
and phases of the innovation process, with one longitudinal case study from an 
educational setting. This allowed for rich comparison, while testing and extending 
findings in a real-time setting. Referring to Voss et al., the selection of cases was 
Figure 6: Illustration of circular research process 
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guided by replication logic, rather than a traditional sampling logic used for a regular 
or logical representation of different populations. Thus, the selection of cases has been 
guided by theoretical sampling (Eisenhardt, 1989). The next sections will present a 
selection of the empirical data. 
A purposeful sample of cases was selected to provide material rich in information 
for the investigating the designer-innovation paradox. In order to research the paradox, 
certain cases of collaboration with designers were selected. The designer-innovation 
paradox was defined as involving one or more paradoxical aspect. Typical 
paradoxical aspects included in this thesis are the positive initial expectation towards 
the collaboration, combined with one or more of the following aspect: a) the 
perception of the uselessness of the collaboration with designer, b) poor timing or 
ignorance of expertise, c) limited compatibility and/or distraction. The first two 
selection case criteria were therefore that  
1. the collaboration with the designer is initially associated with promising 
prospects  
2. that involves one or more of the typical designer-innovation paradoxical 
aspects  
In order to research assumption 1 of this thesis, on the influence of the use of 
tools through the creation of inspiring spaces, and assumption 3, on the influence of 
designers reframing strategies, the thesis was also looking for cases where 
3. collaboration focuses on creativity and on the inclusion of design methods 
and tools 
Furthermore, the cases needed to allow an investigation of the influence of the 
designers’ inclusion on various perspectives (A5). When searching for appropriate 
cases to study the designer-innovation paradox, the thesis was therefore also looking 
for cases which matched the following criteria: 
4. the innovation process is inter- or transdisciplinary  
5. different types of organisations are involved (different organization sizes 
and sectors, different cultures, and different duration) 
Finally, the thesis was looking for cases which included a creative, human-
centred approach in order to be able to research assumption 4, 6, and 7, all of which 
focus on the influence of a more emotional and sensual approach (A4), which works 
with resistance as a source of energy (A7) and creates amateur and expert designers 
(A 6). Such strategies, which can reveal new possibilities and discover emergent 
approaches, are particularly needed for innovation processes that try to break new 
ground. The last selection criteria was therefore:  
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6. The collaboration should be aimed at highly innovative products and 
services. 
The cases varied on different levels (e.g. different contexts, organizational 
structures, duration, inclusion of professionals and students). In order to make the 
empirical material comparable, they were selected along three criteria: 1) they 
represented similar design principles; 2) all cases worked with a similar focus on 
innovation processes; and 3) similar expectations existed towards the collaboration 
with designers. The design principles were characterized by a focus on participatory 
and collaborative approaches as a basis for novel, usable, and suitable products or 
services. The cases were all set in the early stages of innovation processes. Finally, 
all partners associated the collaboration with designers with the experience of 
stepping outside of their comfort zones, knowing that something different was 
required, for which they need help. All cases were characterized by an immediate 
attractiveness of the designers.  
The cases were evaluated in relation to (limited) usefulness, adequate timing, 
linking in with existing expertise, compatibility with applied approaches, and in 
relation to focus or distraction, thus identifying particular paradoxes aspect that were 
outlined in the problem section of this thesis (section 1). Relevant (negative/positive) 
comments from partners and designers were used to assess the cases. Each of the 
studies needed to include one more paradoxical aspects to be assessed as suitable for 
investigating the designer-innovation paradox. Furthermore, the empirical research 
design tried to combine a mix of studies with different paradoxes in order to provide 
material that covers several paradoxical aspects. The studies combined different 
paradoxical aspects in this way to generate rich material for cross-comparing patterns 
across different cases. Case A was particular suitable for this of such paradoxical 
aspects, as it included interviews about the opposing values of the two fields, with 
designers and non-designers coming from the fields of business practice and academia. 
The paradoxical aspect criteria were met by case B in the form of the collaboration 
with designers in concrete innovation processes of different organisations, 
particularly involving the paradoxical aspects of ignorance towards art and education 
expertise already existing in the chosen museums. The designers were, for example, 
ignorant in relation to the traditional division between curation and education, e.g. 
discussing an exhibition as a form of art education. Also, the case involved aspects of 
poor/good timing, e.g. proposing highly or not very relevant issues. Finally, case B 
involved aspects of usefulness and distraction, in that the inclusion of a wide variety 
of exciting visits, best cases, and lectures given by pioneering experts led to sceptical 
remarks about getting carried away. Case C, instead, provided a good match with the 
paradoxical aspect criteria in that it involved issues of transferability and distraction: 
it contained collaboration with designers and artists during an innovation event that 
investigated the challenges in the innovation processes of different organisations in 
collaborative workshops. The participants were concerned with the exciting 
approaches not always being suitable or transferable to their organisational contexts. 
Case D was particularly suitable for studying paradoxical aspects as it involved BA 
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students, created wild, unorthodox ideas, and ambitious propositions, which 
essentially broaden the scope of innovation at the involved organisations to a greater 
extent than some would have expected. 
Table 4 provides an overview of the relation between cases and selection criteria. 
 Cases    
Selection criteria  A B C D   
 
1. Collaboration 
represents 
promising prospects 
varies Creative, 
human-
centeredness 
promises 
feasible results 
for complex, and 
new challenges 
and contexts 
The 
collaboration 
promises 
experiences 
with 
collaboration 
methods and 
tools  
Collaboration 
is associated 
with method 
transfer 
2. Example paradox 
involved 
Varies Timing 
Usefulness 
Distraction 
Ignorance 
Limited 
transferability 
Distraction   
Useless 
distraction 
3. Professional 
designer is included 
Varies One resp. two 
designer is 
included 
Three 
designers  
One designers 
4. Focus on 
creativity and on 
methods   
 In terms of 
giving form to 
creative ideas 
and/or 
innovate 
As benefit from 
external input  
In terms of 
learning how 
to apply them 
for more 
creative 
solutions 
In terms of 
learning how 
to apply them 
for more 
creative 
solutions 
5. Innovation 
process in inter- or 
transdisciplinary 
Design as 
interdisciplinar
y endeavour  
Experts and 
people 
concerned 
Experts from 
academia and 
practice 
Students and 
tutors with 
different 
disciplinary 
backgrounds 
6.  Focus on highly 
innovative products 
and services 
varies New to the 
industry service 
and market 
innovation 
requiring 
organisational 
changes  
Disruptive 
organisational, 
market and 
innovation  
Disruptive 
organisational, 
market or 
technological 
innovation 
7. Type of 
collaboration 
varies Collaboration 
with one Start-
up, five public 
organisations, 
and one 
private clinic and 
one designer 
Collaboration 
with 
representative
s of small 
companies, 
public 
organisations 
and large 
companies  
 
Collaboration 
with business 
network, large 
company, 
NGO, and 
community 
association  
Table 4: Overview of the relation between cases and selection criteria 
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An overview of the collaboration cases with the designer is presented in Table 5. 
As demonstrated above the designer is expected to apply the design approach in a 
more integrated way than non-designers, even outside of innovation workshops. All 
cases included the designer. Controlling the purpose of the collaboration, the cases 
were evaluated in relation to the descriptions of main collaboration goals as described 
by Burns and his colleague researcher (Burns et al., 2006). The cases were all of an 
inter- or transdisciplinary nature to reflect innovation process characteristics (Pavitt, 
2005). They combined experts from two or more disciplines from within the industry 
and/or involved experts from outside the industry (e.g. from academia). The criteria 
of highly innovative and knowledge-intensive ideas were adopted to represent current 
aims in complex innovation processes environment (Pavitt, 2005). Determining the 
degree of innovativeness in each study, the studies were evaluated in relation to the 
highly innovative ideas defined by Groen, 2005, implying innovations which can 
potentially change the world as we know it (Groen, 2005). The cases were set in 
different fields, involved organisations of different sizes (not including large, 
international cooperation), and different experts with different cultural backgrounds 
from across Europe to reflect the variety of different settings of collaborations with 
designers.  This criterion was met by the sample involving international experts 
representing different industries, longer and shorter collaboration (2 days, several 
months, to two years) and also representing different sizes of organisation (ranging 
from between 10 and 200 employees) and different focuses in collaboration. The 
sectors represented in the studies were healthcare, museums, telecommunication, 
metal engineering, tourism, an NGO, a community association, a business network, 
and start-ups.  
 Cases    
Collaboration 
characteristics 
A B C D 
 
 
Duration of the 
collaboration 
 
varies 
 
2 years 
 
2 days 
 
7 months 
 
 
Sizes of 
organizations 
represented in 
the collaboration 
varies 10 – 200 
approx. 
1 – 200 approx. 
 
 
 
30- 200 approx. 
 
Sector/areas 
 
Innovation 
management 
Design 
 
Museum 
IT start-up 
Private clinic 
 
Start-ups 
Tourism 
Organisation 
Academia 
Metal industry 
Organisation 
Consulting 
 
 
Telecom 
Community 
association 
Business Network 
NGO 
Number of non-
designers (n-d) 
and designers 
4 (n-d) 
5 (d) 
4-6 (n-d) 
2-3 (d) 
11 (n-d) 
3 (d) 
2 (d) (1 coach, 1 
student) 
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(d) involved in 
the collaboration 
 
25-28 (n-d) (21 
students 3-6 
business partners) 
Number of 
respondents 
 
9 13 14 25 
Collaboration 
focus 
Innovation, 
form giving 
Developing 
break-through 
technology, 
adopt new 
approach 
 
Approaching 
business 
challenges with 
collaborative 
methods 
Design thinking for 
social innovation 
Functions 
included 
Designer, 
innovation 
managementL
ecturers 
M&C 
General 
managementA
rt education 
Innovation 
managers, M&C  
General 
management, 
Consultants 
Board member of 
the network and 
the association, 
general 
management of 
the NGO, 
innovation 
managers 
Table 5: Overview of the characteristics of the collaboration settings 
The selection of cases covered different collaboration settings. The study 
intended to combine cases from which either similar or opposing result could be 
expected (Voss et al., 2002, 203). In other words, the thesis strove to identify general 
patterns from comparing collaborations in different fields and situations. For example, 
the general understanding of what works well or is suitable differs in different 
contexts and therefore influences the emergence of roles of designers in different 
ways. The purpose of the synthesis is a generalization of the findings. This theoretical 
sampling served as a basis when selecting cases to which I was able to obtain good 
access.  
The results of this thesis are not directly transferable to all innovation process 
phases without further analysis. The choice of collaboration with designers, which 
aim at creativity and the application of a more open approach, excludes collaborations 
that primarily focus on usability or user-friendly products. Research literature 
suggests that innovation orientation influences the emergence of different types of 
collaboration models – e.g. aiming at creativity, method transfer or boundary 
spanning activities (Kimbell, 2009a). The types included in these studies represent 
different orientations.  
 DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDIES 
The thesis is interested in the attractiveness of the designer in innovation process. The 
three research questions of this thesis are explored through the particular research 
questions in each of its studies. 
Several assumption were made as tentative research propositions to form the 
basis for the empirical research. In each study, one or more of these assumptions was 
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addressed. The assumptions represented tentative explanations for the puzzling 
phenomena of the design-innovation paradox. Table 6 maps each of the studies with 
assumptions. 
 
 
Checkmarks in the table indicate which assumption is addressed in which study. 
Study A involved carrying out qualitative expert interviews on the design-
innovation relationship with designers and innovation managers. The aim was to 
explore how non-designers vs. designers think about the relationship between design 
and innovation. Based on the assumption about competing innovation approaches and 
about challenges for existing priorities and planning, experts from competing fields 
were involved. Theoretical sampling was applied in this sense, with the intention of 
forming a meaningful sample to represent the initial assumptions. A second 
assumption was that there would be different ideas about the design-innovation 
relationship in academia and practice. The interviews included experts from different 
contexts and sectors (academia and practice). Analysing the different views on the 
relationship reflected and expanded on this understanding of the relationship – thus 
contributing to the influence of designers on collaboration (second research questions).  
Assumption Studies A B C D 
A1: Designers influences the use of tools by 
creating inspiring spaces for exchange. 
   P P 
A2: The designer’s tendency to exceed existing 
frameworks with new ideas and concepts can 
create competition between two opposing 
approaches. 
 
P P  P 
A3:  The designer’s reframing tools and 
strategies influence early stages of innovation 
processes in that it may challenge existing 
innovation priorities and planning.. 
 
 P   
A4: Designers influence collaboration by 
bringing in emotional and sensual aspects. 
 
   P P 
A5:   The designers’ aesthetic competences 
influence search strategies in innovation 
processes in that they emphasize open 
exploration and relativeness of basic 
assumptions. 
 
P P P P 
A6:  The designers’ approach influences the 
emergence of two roles with amateur and expert 
aesthetic competences. 
 
 P P P 
A7:  Seeing designers work with resistance as a 
response and source of energy and creativity 
can influence the finding of opportunity in 
innovation processes. 
 
 P P P 
Table 6: Overview of the relationships between assumptions and the studies. 
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Study B investigated collaboration with designers in innovation processes. It 
combined collaboration cases from organisations with different organisational 
structures (open/closed) and applied different innovation approaches (emphasizing 
linear development; more cyclical nature of innovation; or aiming at simultaneous 
exploitation and exploration activities). Thus, existing knowledge on innovation 
processes was represented and could be reflected, expanded on, and modified. To 
make the cases comparable, additional selection criteria were that they a) included at 
least two phases of collaboration (e.g. briefings, and implementation) and b) focused 
on improving innovation process by accelerating and improving the quality of 
knowledge sharing, interaction, and communication. 
Study C involved investigating a collaborative conference format. The case was 
selected in order to investigate the influence of designers on the use of tools. To 
investigate this first research question, it was necessary to find a setting with 
comparable workshops from early stages of innovation that involved the use of design 
tools and the collaboration with designers. These criteria were met in the conference 
event, as it that served as a format to collaborate on innovation challenges related to 
the early stages of innovation. Business partners had described these challenges 
before the conference and the workshops with designers formed the backbone of the 
conference (study C). The workshops were analysed from a dual perspective – from 
the non-designer and the designer perspective – with a view to the different effects on 
the early stages of innovation processes.  
Study D looked into an educational program which applied the design thinking 
approach to develop social innovation concepts. It combined parallel innovation 
processes in an educational program led by a designer. Existing knowledge about 
collaboration with designers in the early stages of innovation processes was present 
and could be reflected, expanded on, and modified. To make the cases comparable, 
the selection criteria in this case included: collaboration over a similar period of time; 
the application of similar innovation process approach; a focus on the early stages of 
innovation.  These criteria were met in the interdisciplinary educational program with 
the four parallel innovation groups that employed the design thinking approach to 
work on innovation challenges together, with practical implementation over a period 
of six month.  
Table 7 provides an overview over the selected studies.  
 
Study A 
Exploration of the 
design 
/innovation 
relationship 
Study B 
Investigation of the 
core elements of the 
designers’ 
contribution in 
different types of 
innovation 
processes 
Study C 
The influence of 
designers on the 
use of methods and 
tools 
Study D 
Investigation of 
the effect of 
designers’ 
enthusiasm 
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Pe
rio
d 
of
 
da
ta
 
co
lle
ct
io
n  
April – May 2014 Nov. 13- Sept. 14 
a) Nov. – Dec. 2013 
b) Feb.-March 2014 
c) Sept. 2014 
March – June 2015 Aug. 2015-
Feb.2016 
Pu
rp
os
e 
of
 s
tu
dy
 
Exploring how 
non-designers vs 
designers think 
about the 
relationship 
between 
designers and 
non-designers in 
innovation  
(RQ 2 and 3) 
Describing 
interrelations 
between contexts, 
approaches, and 
effects on 
innovation 
processes  
(RQ 3) 
Identifying the 
effects of designers 
on tools and 
methods  
(RQ 1) 
Identifying the 
effects of the 
designers’ 
enthusiasm 
(RQ 2 and 3) 
Re
se
ar
ch
 
de
sig
n 
Qualitative 
research, expert 
interview based 
Retrospective multi-
case study of 
collaborations with 
designers 
In-depth single case 
study, retrospective 
Multi-case, real-
time study, 
participatory 
observation 
research strategy 
Em
pi
ric
al
 s
et
tin
g  
Pool of 
international 
design and 
innovation 
management 
experts 
 
Collaborations 
between designers 
and three 
organisations with 
different 
organisational 
structures and 
innovation 
approaches (clinical, 
cultural, IT start-up). 
Including a total of 7 
to 15 non-designers. 
Collaboration cases 
from conference 
event, which served 
to investigate 
innovation 
challenges. 58 
participants from 
different 
backgrounds. 
Four parallel 
innovation 
processes 
applying the 
same innovation 
approach in an 
educational 
program with a 
focus on 
innovation 
concept 
development 
Da
ta
 
co
lle
ct
io
n 
m
et
ho
d 
Semi-structured 
expert interviews 
Retrospective 
problem-centred, 
semi-structured 
interviews 
Retrospective semi-
structured interview, 
video and 
photographic 
records from 
workshops 
Participatory 
observations 
Survey and 
qualitative 
assessment of 
groups’ 
enthusiasm. 
Da
ta
 a
na
lys
is 
m
et
ho
d 
Inductive 
approach: Full 
transcription, 
scanning of data 
by individual 
researchers, joint 
mapping for 
identification of 
categories 
Deductive 
procedure, with 
predefined 
categories Iterative 
coding process 
Qualitative data 
analysis: 
Full transcription, 
open coding 
approach. 
Focus on structural 
and thematic focus 
of video and photo 
material 
Interpretative 
approach 
combining in-
case and cross-
case analysis 
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Va
lid
at
io
n 
of
 
de
sc
rip
tio
n 
an
d 
an
al
ys
is
 
Feedback to key 
participants, 
separate data 
analysis by two 
researchers and 
validation at 
conference 
presentations 
Discursive validation 
at conference 
presentations 
Discursive 
validation at 
conference 
presentations and 
discussions with 
other researchers 
Discursive 
validation through 
presentations in 
PhD colloquia 
and co-
researcher 
Table 7: Description of the methodology used in the different studies 
6.2.1.1 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY A: EXPLORATION OF THE DESIGN 
/INNOVATION INTERRELATION 
The first study (study A) included in this thesis focuses on the differences of how non-
designer vs. designers think about the relationship between design and innovation. It 
particularly considered assumption 2 about the competition between two opposing 
approaches.  
The cases involved different perspectives on the design approaches from 
different contexts, but all focused on the principal question of the interrelation 
between design and innovation. This provided more clarity in terms of the relevant 
stages of innovation processes and the collaborative and participatory design 
approach that this thesis focuses on.  
Three principal views on the relationship emerged from this research work. In 
other words, a group of designers and non-designers can include a number of different 
ideas about design and design methods. This contradicts earlier research emphasizing 
two opposing views from the design and innovation management field.  
The study was initiated with the purpose of identifying different ideas about the 
design-innovation interrelation and organizing dimensions of this relationship 
through respective expert interviews. The study was designed as a qualitative study 
with semi-structured interviews. It was carried out in collaboration with a fellow PhD 
student from Aalborg University. The experts in focus were selected from European 
countries. Prior knowledge and a well-balanced mix of different backgrounds 
(academia and practice) served as a basis for selecting the informants. In order to 
obtain deeper insight into the respondents’ perspectives, expert interviews were held. 
Eleven experts were interviewed in person or via Skype for around 25 minutes each. 
We included experts from Sweden, Switzerland, Denmark, and Italy. The study also 
helped identify the key contributions of the designer in innovation processes by 
analysing the benefits described by design and innovation experts (mind-sets, 
methods and tools, and ways of approaching a problem). 
An overview of the origin and professional background of the interviewees and 
the interview form (in person or via Skype) is presented in Table 8. 
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No. of 
Interviewee  
Origin Professional background Form of interview 
No. 1 Switzerland Graphic Design: Practice 
and Research 
In person 
No. 2 Denmark Design In person 
No. 3 Germany (working in 
Switzerland) 
Design and Design 
Management 
In person 
No. 4 Italy Innovation Management In person  
No. 5 Germany (working in 
Switzerland) 
Innovation Management In person 
No. 6 Denmark Innovation Management In person 
No. 7 Switzerland Design In person 
No. 8 Denmark Innovation Management In person 
No. 9 Italy Design, Design 
Management 
Skype 
Table 8: Overview of the database for study A 
After a general introduction, in which we would refer to our own experience of 
design moving into innovation and the different notions of design, the experts were 
asked to give a description of how they see the intersection of design and innovation. 
They were shown a drawing of two intersecting circles to illustrating the two fields 
(compare figure 7). Figure 8 and figure 9 both illustrate drawings generated during 
the interviews. 
 
 
 
 
 
INNOVATION DESIGN
Figure 7: Conceptual map of the design-innovation interrelation 
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Figure 9: Populated conceptual map (respondent 1) 
The interviews were semi-structured and covered general practice; profession 
(competences and practice fields); educational (goals and characteristics of the 
curriculum); concrete examples of excellence (e.g. awards), and an explanation of the 
interest in design from the innovation perspective (personal opinion about recent 
developments). The interviews ranged between 20 and 40 minutes in duration and 
were recorded and transcribed. They were conducted between April and May 2014.  
The analysis of the interview data was carried out in two steps: individual 
scanning of the texts for categories and joint conceptual clustering by two researchers 
Figure 8: Conceptual map illustrating the ‘fit’ (to market, 
individual needs), respondent 3 
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to ensure the conceptual coherence of the emerging dimensions of the relationship 
(Miles and Hubermann (1994) conceptual clustered matrix: 127-128). As the overall 
idea of the interviews was to openly explore the relationship between the concept of 
innovation and design, the interviews were not approached with predefined categories, 
but instead analysed in a bottom-up approach (inductive). Two researchers coded the 
material. The researchers then came together and compared the allocation of text 
fragments to codes and themes. They discussed the codes until they arrived at a shared 
understanding of them. Removable notes were used to memorize units of meaning 
and summarize the meaning in group codes (Miles and Huberman, 1994; 69). The 
researchers used a conceptual map with the two overlapping circles to position group 
codes and guide discussions. To find second level codes, which could explain 
relations between different groups in relation to social practice of designers, 
researchers tested different explanations in a joint discussion. In order to reduce the 
influence of their own patterns of perception on the validity of the interpretation, the 
preliminary results were shown to some of the same experts for comment. The central 
findings of the study have been validated in a conference discussion at the 2014 CiNet 
conference. 
The study contributed to the thesis by illustrating similar controversies discussed 
in the problem statement of this thesis. In line with existing research on design in 
innovation, the study found that design and management is often viewed as including 
opposing values (e.g. Gloppen, 2009; Boland and Collopy, 2004; Liedtka and 
Mintzberg, 2006). However, in contrast to prevailing descriptions of the design-
innovation opposition, a third, distinct perspective on the relationship emerged. 
According to the type of experts involved, the resulting third understanding was 
labelled cross-field understanding. The essential opposition between two different 
approaches (assumption 2) is here called into question and revealed to have very 
limited effect when it comes to explaining the frustrating experiences between 
designers and non-designers: Other explanations of the relationship are likely to 
interfere with the principal opposition of design and innovation management. The 
reason for the challenges may therefore have to be found outside these two opposing 
world views – e.g. in concrete experiences and in the benefits of concrete projects 
with designers. Also, the results from this study hint at the relevance of the 
collaboration with designers in phases beyond the initial steps of innovation processes, 
as it is associated with translating ideas for others, which can be of importance also 
in later phases of innovation processes. Table 9 maps the different understandings of 
the influence of design in innovation that emerged from the empirical data with the 
requirements of different innovation stages. The designers involved in the interviews 
of the study would usually emphasize influence associated with the front end 
innovation phase, while cross-field experts highlighted aspects which can be of 
importance across all three innovation phases (e.g. finding appropriate language for 
ideas and concepts). 
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Main innovation process phases Influence of design in innovation 
 
Front end innovation phase 
- Searching for novel ideas and 
opportunities 
- Definition of concepts as basis for 
financial decision 
Challenge existing solution 
Opening up solution space, expanding boundaries 
No absolute measures (for good or bad design) 
Understanding design as innovation 
Personal involvement 
Envisioning future solutions 
Translating ideas for yourself and others (e.g. 
stakeholder groups) 
 
Development phase 
1. Selection concepts 
2. Presentation to councils 
3. Development of and business plan 
Giving shape to novel, technological solutions 
Skills for technically oriented part of innovation 
Realising ideas 
Giving shape to ideas 
 
Implementation phase 
4. Efficient exploitation of offerings  
5. Efficient production and marketing 
Interpreting ideas (for specific user group) 
Translating concepts (for marketing) 
Giving meaning to novel things 
Communicating ideas 
 
Table 9: Mapping of innovation process phases and understandings of design in innovation 
6.2.1.2 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY B: INFLUENCE OF DESIGNERS AS 
FACILITATORS OF MULTIDISCIPLINARY INNOVATION 
PROCESSES 
After the completion of Study A, a study was required, which could advance 
knowledge on the influence of the designer on the innovation processes – thus 
complementing knowledge on the third research question of this thesis. In order to 
reflect, expand on, and modify existing knowledge on the influence of designers in 
innovation processes, the cases included at least two phases of collaboration. Case 1 
and 3 went from briefing to implementation; case 2 also included feedback as a post-
collaboration activity. Case 1 particularly focused on improving the quality of the 
innovation process by promoting the sharing of knowledge between experts at 
museums, while cases 2 and 3 aimed at accelerating the process of going from initial 
idea to developed concept. Furthermore, study B combined collaboration cases from 
different contexts (clinical, cultural, IT start-up) to represent different organisational 
structures (open/closed) and organisations which applied different innovation 
approaches. The people selected for interviews had different, sometimes mixed 
backgrounds (CEO, project managers, engineers, staff, people concerned, designers). 
This was chosen to represent the limited explanatory power of the principal opposition 
between design and innovation management, when trying to capture the implications 
of the attractiveness of designers in innovation. 
In order to make cases comparable, all cases focused on the early stages of 
innovation, where opportunities must be identified, and ideas and concepts need to be 
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developed or extended, assessed, and selected. Case 1, for example, involved 
museums that needed to develop social media concepts and approaches. Case 2 
involved a hospital for mentally ill people that approached the problem of lacking 
places for retreat. Additionally, all cases wanted to improve the quality of innovation 
processes in order to address pressing questions at each organisation, such as finding 
new options for retreat spaces or new ideas for a start-up business.  
As judging the influence of designers as facilitators of multidisciplinary 
innovation processes on the basis of perceived influence (comments, feedback etc.) is 
not a completely clear-cut task, the study combined cases with different levels of 
success. The choice of which collaborations to study was therefore also based on their 
relative success. The criteria used to define the level of success consisted of perceived 
benefits (statements of partners), results (innovation and individual and group 
learning), and improved decision-making process (i.e. faster, while maintaining high 
support among experts). Furthermore, the intention to mix different collaborations 
guided the selection of cases, to which the researcher of this thesis had good access: 
levels of innovation experience (more or less explicit practice and level of importance 
for the identity of the organisations); innovation culture (here understood as the level 
of conscious development of innovation processes and the characteristics of these 
processes), and the type of people involved in the process (more or less mixed 
disciplinary backgrounds). The empirical basis for the five cases is presented in Table 
10. 
Case 
no. 
Rating of 
the colla-
boration 
Innovation 
experience 
Innovation 
culture 
Type of 
inclusion 
Context 
1 High 
fulfilment 
Poor use of 
consciously 
standardized 
innovation 
processes 
 
Continuous 
improvement is 
part of self-
understanding 
Highly 
heterogeneous  
 
Clinical 
2 Medium 
fulfilment 
Poor use of 
consciously 
standardized 
innovation 
processes 
 
Often little explicit 
innovation 
culture, but highly 
innovative project 
culture 
Including 
experts from 
different 
departments of 
the organisation 
Cultural 
3 Low 
fulfilment 
Highly 
experienced: 
Innovation is part 
of the 
organisation’s 
identity 
Standardised 
innovation culture 
is part of the 
organisation’s 
identity  
Including a 
variety of 
experts  
IT 
Table 10: Overview of characteristics and different success levels of cases in study B  
The innovation processes were selected in such a way that different designers 
would be involved in each of the study. However, the involvement of the author of 
this thesis ensured that similar design approaches were used in all cases. The author 
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was involved as designer in all but one cases, where a case was selected which 
involved a designer with a similar collaborative design approach (the clinic case).   
To increase validity, the study applied both participatory observations and a 
series of interviews. Insights from participatory observations were triangulated with 
results from the interviews. For example, challenges from disregarding what is 
considered educational museum practice were checked against the results from the 
clinical cases, where ideas about therapy needed to be taken into account. This 
resulted in highlighting the significance of designers immediate understanding.  
No. of 
Interviewee  
Organisation Function within 
organisation 
Data collection type 
No. 1 Art and history museum Head of museum Semi-structured interview 
No. 2 Natural history museum Head of 
communication 
and education 
Semi-structured interview 
No. 3 Open-air museum Head of 
communication 
and education 
Semi-structured interview 
No. 4 Art museum Communication  Semi-structured interview  
No. 5 National history and 
open-air museum 
CEO Semi-structured interview 
No. 6 Communication 
museum 
Head of 
communication 
Semi-structured interview 
No. 7 University Designer 1 Semi-structured interview 
No. 8 IT-star-up CEO Semi-structured interviews  
No. 9 Clinic CEO Semi-structured interview 
No. 10 University, freelance Designer 2  
No. 11 Clinic Head nursing staff  Semi-structured interview 
No. 12 Clinic Patient Semi-structured interview 
No. 13 University Designer 3 Semi-structured interview 
and participatory observation 
Table 11: Overview of the database for study B 
The interviews were conducted between October 2013 and December 2014. The 
observations consisted of participatory observations of the author of this thesis, which 
served as material for self-reflection. The final descriptions of the findings were 
validated by a participant of one of the cases and in a discussion of the findings with 
co-researchers of both design and management research.  
Empirical data was organized along the cases, in three groups. The analysis of 
the empirical data involved pattern searches and in-case and cross-case analysis. The 
in-case analysis focused on grouping statements by topic groups, thus mapping 
statements related to social practice of designers. Figure 10 shows how the statements 
were grouped along categories and along different cases (colour coded). The 
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categorisation already shows recurrent themes in 1 and 3 (eagerness, openness, fun, 
confidence, and identification emerge). The extract shown from case 2 (middle) 
presents categories such as “confusing”, “inspiring change”, “volatile”, 
“mirror/ridicule”, “making a fool of oneself”, “naïve/disrespectful”.  
category eagerness (strive to achieve a 
solution)
open: "why not" fun, excitement confidence social/share matter of the heart
description
determined
opportunistic
opportunity searching (not problems)
goal oriented
open towards the unknown
not afraid of making mistakes
naivety
positive, optimistic
no hurdle (is to high)
attractive, adequate process and suroundings
ignoring problems, risks
confident about the project
confident about the approach
calmness
humor
need to talk to other people
outgoing
open and care for exchange
open and care  for knowledge exchange
identify with the project
no distinction between person and project
sense of responsibility
ownership
case 1
In retrospect, I would say the decicion about 
making five workshop was a mix of, what 
topics do we have and what can you expect 
from the partners. (7:1)
The topic was in the air. But of course within 
daily business you would push it away. And 
then you came and proposed this project. […] 
(6:1)
And what also remained with me - is images: 
like for example the post-its on the windows, 
the [guided tour through the archive of the] 
natural museum […] ((6:2).
And they proposed an attractive [project] 
concept, which was quite impressive, 
because it proposed to work to take theory 
and practice together and to jointly develop 
something. And to do this from the very 
beginning. (5:1)
Yes, above all, it was an invitation to network 
in this [other/new] world […]. They 
mentioned conferences, that would make 
perfect sense to consider visiting. (5:2)
I think, this was also the message, which 
brought to us by the experts present at  
workshopes: triy it out. Just do it. (5:3)
What I remember? The post-its. (3:1) I think, it's always difficult with these kind of 
projects [with several partners], because  
you have a feeling you might not be able to 
live up to the expectations - but maybe this is 
also a personal thing. (7:2) (2x: naïve)
The exchange with the other museums was 
important. With people from marketing 
mostly [same function]. The networking, 
spending days together. And to work 
together on a topic/issue.  (5:2)
I still remember the museum in Basel - not 
the workshop, really. The space, when you 
entered it. […| I remember the meeting at 
the university - actually the post-its on the 
window. (1:1)
During the workshop you would get the 
feeling that you never have enough time: 
balancing a clear workshop structure and 
wanting to creat free spaces for discussions. 
How to get that right - is difficult. I find that 
really challenging. Without it becomming 
banal, or t loosing yourself in discusions. But 
in this case I that we did not we walked out of 
the workshops saying: oh God, this was 
really old news. (7:4)
The two germans (experts) - for example I still 
follow their activities on facebook.  (6:1)
It [the project] actually opened a door. […] 
But we did actually walk  through this open 
door. Right after the first workshop day, did 
we start [experimenting]. (5:2)
Of course the guided tour was amazing. But 
it also contained the danger that you would 
get carried away a bit. […] we even got 
access to exhibition rooms that are not 
accessible to the public. You just run the risk 
that it will superimpose everything else.(2:1)
I think we had a good mix of people. It's 
important to have people like xy, that are 
saying no [we don't need social media]. (7:3)
case 2
category irritate admire + inspire change mirror, ridicule (others) make a fool of oneself disrespectful, naïve volatile
This concept[the noise schedule - 
coordinating thearapie and leaf-blowing 
hours] did not have good responses: How 
should be this be done [they asked]? They 
didn't think it was feasible.(8:3)
Also, after Z [the designer] had visited the 
clinic last year, I started to rearrange my 
own room. just in my own way - and with the 
means available  in the room  […] Many 
things were 'awekended' inside of me (Es hat 
sehr viel in mir drin geweckt) (11:1)
But what had beend confirmed [through the 
testing of the prototype] is that the thing with 
the different layers of textiles. […] Textile 
curtains werefrequently an issue [in the 
interview and co-design]. The pictures of the 
rooms I took, did also containe walls with 
towels and cloths. […].(8:2)
When I download these studies [academic 
basic research medical studies, from neuro-
scientific studies, chrono-biological studies. 
etc.], I would understand three out of 100 
sentences. And sometime I just call the 
people and ask: Would you be able to 
translate that for me? Particularly the medical 
researchers are quite nice and are able to 
rephrase the whole thing in normal words: 
"You have to think of it like in connection to 
your day: you're out in the sund, then it will 
have this effect., in the afternoon the sun is 
setting, this will have this effect." THey just 
translate it easely. But of course they need to 
proove that. But I'm not interested in that. 
But I take the knowledge: There is a link 
between light and depresion. […]. I'm taking 
that away for me. (8:2)
[I liked] that the well-being of patiens was 
taken seriously. That it is not initated from 
the top (11:2) 
I knew that at any point of the process I could 
have stopped the procedure. This would have 
been within the meaning of the nursing 
directors and of the designer. (10:3)
Following the inquiry to participate, I 
wamted to observe the suroundings [in the 
clinic] more precisely, myself. I had been 
here several times. […] But until now I just 
had accepted things how they were. Now I 
realized htat for me personally, there are 
many things I would build/design differently. 
(11:1)
If it had been something, that had been 
agreed on and specified - and that from now 
on we the paravents were not to be used 
anymore - then I would have opposed to the 
idea very much, indeed.  (10:6)
I did not get the impression that we would 
loose something for good. This is not yet 
garved in stone. […] - we will see where it 
goes from here. (10:6)
And what I found interesting, is that, now 
they are starting to ask wheter this could be 
useful for patiens with syndrom of 
exhaustion. Or who else could we have in 
there [trying our the prototype] ?(8:4)
Having been involved aready made it clear to 
me [I was taken seriously]: By being given 
the possibility to give an interview. (11:2)
They plan to have a new building which 
includes the new construction[we designed] - 
provided it keeps being successful in the test. 
It's possible that the next patient testing it - 
and all the ones that follow will say: it's 
dreadful, we don't want that. (8:4)
I will be providing a documentation of the 
whole project at the end of the year. […] The 
insights from the project defenitelly will be 
taken into consideration in the new building. 
[…] It's about telling the architect [of the new 
building] to consider this - and to rather spend 
a bit more money on this issue. At least, this 
would be the ideal case (8:4)
And also that she asked me after it had 
already been finished - how I find it. (11:2) 
(by that she new she was taken seriously.
I did not get the impression that we would 
loose something for good. This is not yet 
garved in stone. […] - we will see where it 
goes from here. (10:6)
case 3
category eagerness (strive to achieve a 
solution)
open: "why not" fun, excitement confidence social/share matter of the heart
You would not feel obliged to participate. It 
was well communicated, organized - over a 
longer period of time. (10:4)
I had explained that[the cool-down-pink-
button"] to the patient shortly in passing. I 
needed to leave after that. And I said, just 
try it out. Now she is using it every evening 
around 8. She would only use it once. And 
she sias she can would feel calmed down. 
(8:4)
I showed her the [new installation in the] 
room and she immediately found it very 
beautiful: The wood, the material are 
pleasant . And it is beautiful. And this did 
surprise me this [new look/ installation] had 
not been a problem [when introducing it it] 
really  (10:4)
Whent she [the designer] first came with the 
idea of the curtains I personally though: I can 
really hardly imagine that this should be 
working and that it would lok ok - and not 
ruin the look of the room. And when I saw it 
in february, I was quite surprised that it 
actually even looked quite good. (9:3)
I was given some time to design the room of 
my dreams/choice. And from that we were 
starting a concersation - about what is going 
on here. (11:1)
And the conversation with Z. [the designer] 
[…] I felt - that it was really important to her - 
the project. 
For example we also suggested a noise-
schedule - to coordinate lawn mowing and 
leaf blowing with therapy hours - that they 
would not overlapp.This was not perceived 
as feasible […] I presented 13 such concepts 
[dirived from the measurements, interviews 
and the co-design]. (8:3)
[…] I had just sent the spectral colour of this 
specific pink [which suposedly has a cooling-
down effect] to the programer. And you 
would get this cool-down-pink-button". It's 
only for 15 minutes. And I had explained that 
to the patient shortly in passing. I needed to 
leave after that. And I said, just try it out. 
Now she is using it every evening around 8. 
She would only use it once. And she sias she 
can would feel calmed down. (8:4)
I think [the product] is really  beautiful. - the 
wood, this is somehting leaving, from 
nature. The sent of the wood. And then […] if 
someone enters the room he stands not right 
in your sphere of privacy (11:1)
I presented the concepts in a workshop. The 
modular cocoon was part of it. I had mad a 
sketch of it, presented the design 
parameters. [I included] the substance part, 
the light. […] Basically in that second 
workshop I presented concepts direved from 
the measurements, interviews and the co-
design.I had translated them into concepts 
[…]  We had build quite a fundament. […] I 
presented the concepts (8:3)
They chose white curtains, which I find a pity. 
And I asked her (the designer) about it. And 
she exlained me why. (11:1)
Then we were on the childrens ward […] And 
I have to confess, this left me speechless. I 
couldn't handle that. […] I would have 
needed to prepare myself differently for 
that. […] (8:5)
I think motivation number one was that the 
request for participation had been printed in 
the journal x - the head of the clinic is also on 
the board of this journal: it means something 
when I get published there. I had been given 
the opportunity to publish this by chance. 
Someone had offert it to me (8:4) 
If it had been something, that had been 
agreed on and specified - and that from now 
on we the paravents were not to be used 
anymore - then I would have opposed to the 
idea very much, indeed.  (10:6)
Fun - agreement
And then I did some measuring [in the clinic]. 
Additionally, the interviews - which included 
patients, therapists, doctors, nurses. I spoke 
with everyone - right across the hierarchies. 
And then I transcribed and clusterd the 
results in a Excel sheet. (8:1)
I was just very curious about the outcome - 
[…] what had become of it. […] I would have 
also asked F [managing nurse], if she had not 
informed us [the patients]. (11:2)
Then I also visited them. And the head of the 
clinic D. would accompany me - and he 
closely observed. […] We came to the 
trauma ward, where I would talk to the chief 
nurse. […]  And I asked the patient, if she 
could build one now. And then she showed 
the details of it to me:  how she would build it. 
And he kept observing everything, how I 
interacted with her. (8:5).And there [on the images of the workshop]  
you can see that the concept of the modular 
cocon had had good reatings from the 
beginning, because it was really derived 
from the interivews. And then, physicians do 
like empirical studies - when you can 
evidence somehting like that ...(8:4)
I showed her the [new installation in the] 
room and she immediately found it very 
beautiful: The wood, the material are 
pleasant . And it is beautiful. And this did 
surprise me this [new look/ installation] had 
not been a problem [when introducing it it] 
really  (10:4)
It became clear that it was her [the designer] 
that actually had the necessary professional 
knowledge [more then the organisation that 
she published through […] that Z. knew what 
she was talking about and that she knew 
studies from america I believ and that she 
had made expierence in this field. […]She 
[the designer) was convincing in what she 
said.[9:1) 
And there was the thing with the box, where 
I gave the patients a box. […]  But the box as 
a co-design process with the patients was not 
possible at all. At all. We needed about a 
week to work on these boxes. But in this 
time they developed there ideas about the 
look of a room, where they would feel 
comfortable and good for their healing 
process .(8:1)
I had reflected on existing possibilities for 
retreat in clinics before. The visit to the clinic 
did really confirm just that need.(8:2)
The other ward was also interested. But they 
realized that was not for them. With us this 
was a good match. (10:5)
Here [with this project] I found - this had 
something  appealing/attractiv that it 
includes a lot of creativity and that she was 
relating to the people  (menschenbezogen), 
that were to be treated here. I find that very 
nice  (sympatisch)  (10:4)
I presented the concepts in a workshop  […] 
And all the clinical staff, the head physician, 
the ward physicians, nurses - the entire 
round would be allowed to rate the 
concepts.[…]. (8:-3)
A patient was present. And Z. knew excactly 
what this  [room situation] was all about. And 
probably understood what it meant to 
rebuild this kind of construction with cloth in  
every day clinical work.[…] For me this was 
really key experience, where I thought, she 
does not only have a good idea and knows 
what she is talking about, she also seems to 
know what this is all about here. She 
understands the patient. She already had the 
food in the door with the patient at that 
moment (9:2)And then we met for the discussion of the 
project and I presented the approaches, I 
wanted to use: the evidence-based design 
approach - where scientifically grounded 
knowledge is being used (i.e. that natural 
arven wood effects sleep positively, because 
it contains this specific substance x,y etc.). 
And this approach simultanuously contains 
the aspect that patents participate in a co-
design process. Basically, [it is about] 
bringing employees and patents together. 
The approach came from England with two 
relevant forerunners. And this is what I had 
been loocking into - what they had done etc. 
And I talked about all this. And the head of 
the clinic approved of it. There was no 
discussion. No question. There was only: do 
And I wasn't aware of how they used it: I 
mean the patient has developed a ritual 
around it [the cool-down-pink-button] now: in 
the afternoon, she would go on "red sunset" 
and around eight she would push the "cool-
down-pink-button". […] that it has a 
structuring aspect to it - That's completly 
new. I didn't know that. (8:4)
Right now I'm in the process of designing 
survey for the patients, which they will need 
to fill out several times. It's about how they 
are - their physical and psychological well- 
being and also about user qualities of the 
product - about HOW they use it, if certain 
patterns have emerged and how they feel 
about using the product.  (8:1-2)
The product was oriented towards building a 
frame: I would come up with a frame, in 
which the patients could act individually. 
Because, I wouldn't know - actually I would 
rather not define colours anymore. […] Of 
course I still selected material - but more 
because of the properties, which were 
attributed to it through scientific studies. […] I 
guess it's still very design-like: i'm providing a 
frame and the user can adapt it indivually or 
not.
Figure 10: Extract from in-case categorisation in cases 1-3 
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The cross-case analysis involved drawing up maps, which allowed a 
visualization of the themes and sub-themes in relation to overarching innovation 
topics, displaying them as components in a network of themes. This included finding 
elements that linked several of the interview quotes in a meaningful way (first level 
codes) (ibid) – e.g. explaining the relationship between them (second level codes) 
(Miles and Huberman, 1994; 70-71). Two tentative relationships between designer 
activities and innovation process were proposed which could explain the relationships 
between some of the themes and subthemes. I call them the ‘enthusiasm’ theme and 
the re-framing or ‘jester’ theme.  
The cross-case analysis showed a number of themes related to the assumptions 
of this thesis: In relation to the assumption about the creation of inspiring spaces (A1) 
the study showed that creating time-outs; deconstructing or twisting information; 
offering fun and excitement; introducing pioneering guests or activities; engaging in 
hands-on exploration; as well as opening doors, and enabling exchanges played a 
major role. In relation to the second assumption (two competing approaches), 
‘emphasizing the design practice’ emerged as the element that enabled 
acknowledgment of own innovation practices. Also, it involved emphasizing iterative 
cycles of going from theory to practice, even when a first solution had been found. 
For assumption 3, i.e. challenging existing priorities and plans with designers 
reframing tools and strategies, the study highlighted the significance of giving access 
(e.g. to information on the process and decisions) and generating ownership through 
the inclusion of joint stop/go milestones. Designers brought in emotional and sensory 
aspects (A4) by ‘making things’. Also, they emphasized this aspect by truly striving 
for better solutions and by creating interest in ideas through their identification with 
and focus on details. Assumption 5, concerning the influence of emphasizing open 
exploration, highlighted the ambiguity of ignoring existing professional expertise and 
of enabling involvement of everyone irrespective of rank. In relation to assumption 6, 
about the emergence of two roles (amateurs and professionals), it became clear that 
designers’ activities were typically directed at empowering non-designers. This 
involved building competences to ask different questions; enabling people to take 
actions; encouraging them to start by doing something small; initiating action 
(question situations), or fuelling imagination. Showing ‘confidence’ by working with 
the approach emerged as another element of the influence coming from seeing how 
designer work with resistance as a source for energy (assumption 7). This involved 
ignoring scepticism, insisting on (sometimes too) excessive workshop agendas, and 
including users’ way employing of solutions.   
Table 12 provides an overview of the themes. Then tentative relationships between 
designer activities and the influence on innovation process were formulated in two 
papers (II and V).  
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Main themes Sub-themes 
 
A1: Designers influence the use of tools by creating inspiring spaces for exchange. 
 
Creating time-outs Create distance from what we know 
 Create free space for reflection 
 Disconnect from daily business 
 
Deconstruct/twist Copy from alien contexts 
 Bring in exotic examples from practice 
 Re-contextualize 
 Deconstruct stereotypes with compelling examples 
 Make practices self-evident by providing exercises 
 Generate lasting memories by showing extreme uses 
 
Fun/excitement  Propose exciting methods 
 Propose compelling materials, beautiful solutions 
 Take up ideas of people involved 
 
Pioneering Bring in pioneering experts from academia 
 Bring in pioneering experts from practice 
 Propose exciting sandbox adventure 
 
Hands-on exploration Experiment with latest technology 
 Encourage people to ‘just try it’ 
 Engage experts to create rough (technological) prototypes 
 
Opening doors Start experimenting 
 Combine available technology/material in new ways 
 Create opportunities for new behavior 
 
Enable exchange Involve a good mix of people 
 Enable boundary spanning exchange 
 Encourage networking 
 
A2: The designers’ tendency to exceed existing frameworks with new ideas and concepts can 
create competition between two opposing approaches. 
Emphasize design practice Recognize own practices  
 Emphasize iterative cycles of going from theory to practice 
 Derive concepts from existing ideas 
 
A3: The designers’ reframing of tools and strategies influence the early stages of innovation 
processes in that it may challenge existing innovation priorities and planning. 
Give access Make decisions transparent 
 Communicate process information to staff 
 Provide ownership over process (stop/go decisions)  
 
A4: Designers influence collaboration by bringing in emotional and sensory aspects. 
Make things Propose concrete solutions for (already) identified needs 
 Visualize results 
 Demonstrate the characteristics/consequences of solution 
 Match pilots with individual settings 
 
Strive for better solutions Raise hope and expectations 
Creating interest Display / Pilot attractive solutions  
 Visualize and materialize propositions 
 
 
 
 
65 
65 
Identification Show an interest and real concern 
 Understand challenges 
 Start from peoples’ ideas 
 Show interest, empathy with people concerned 
 Show personal interest in the challenge 
 
Focus on details Register even minor details 
 
A5: The designers’ aesthetic competences influence innovation processes in that they 
emphasize open exploration and relativeness of basic assumptions. 
Ignoring expertise Link themes in new ways 
 Introduce foreign ideas and terminologies 
Enabling involvement Interview highly respected experts 
 Allow amateurs to have a say 
 Give everyone a say 
 
A6:  The designers’ approach influences the emergence of two roles with amateur and expert 
aesthetic competences. 
Empower Build the ability to ask different questions 
 Enable to take actions, starting something small 
 Initiate action (question situations) 
 Fuel imagination 
 
A7: Seeing designers work with resistance as a response and source of energy and creativity 
can influence opportunity finding in innovation processes. 
Confidence Ignore scepticism 
 (too) intensive workshop agendas 
 Include users’ ways of employing a solution 
 
Table 12: Overview of the themes resulting from the cross-comparison 
Apart from the elements that contribute to the discussion of the assumptions of 
this thesis, the cross-case analysis also allowed the identification of new elements 
which influence collaboration with designers. ‘Timing’ was the first such element, 
e.g. bringing in relevant promising topics when it is not yet clear what they hold or 
proposing inspiring new methods at the right time. One of the respondents for 
example stated: “It was the right proposal at the right time. It was a situation in which 
you realized that this was an issue that is becoming more and more important. There 
is a whole lot happening in this field - but where you did not know what hides behind 
this/what it includes. It was in this situation that the proposition for the project came 
in” (case 1, interviewee 1).  Second, ‘self-promotion’ emerged as an important 
element influencing the collaboration. This involved the use of specialized 
terminology and journal articles, applying meaningful structured process steps as well 
as an immediate understanding of a situation through the designer. 
Figure 11 (next page) illustrates this mapping process for the jester theme by 
showing how quotes from the case interviews were described and then organised 
around first-level codes, which indicate relations between the codes. In order to do 
that, the different cases were colour-coded (grey, seaweed, black). The mapping also 
distinguished between designers and non-designers by using a seaweed background 
for designers. The following statement from case one was for example first described 
with the label ‘building awareness’ and then grouped with the first level code ‘giving 
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(new) meaning’: “[…] It created a foundation [with case examples]. It washed away 
fears and cautiousness towards the topic (6:1)”. From cross-comparing statements 
from all group ‘re-framing’, an explanatory code emerged for all groups: It explained 
how all the activities shared the common goal of seeing a different reality. 
 
Figure 11: Topic map I illustrating the cross-comparison between cases in study B 
Figure 12 (on page 68) illustrates the mapping process for the identification of 
the ‘enthusiasm’ theme. Quotes from the case interviews were described and then 
organised around first level codes. Colour coding allowed the quotes to be linked with 
the cases (grey, seaweed, black). Quotes from designers are highlighted with a 
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 b
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. I
t's
 n
ot
 li
ke
 th
at
 w
ith
 a
ll 
m
eh
to
ds
. W
ith
 a
 
br
ai
ns
to
rm
in
g 
yo
u 
m
ig
ht
 n
ot
 n
ec
es
sa
ril
y n
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…
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 d
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I c
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 d
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 re
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 d
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 b
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re
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 b
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at
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 b
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re
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t f
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 re
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 m
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 b
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 d
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t b
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 p
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 re
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at
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[…
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 s
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=
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ra
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=
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=
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re
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 <
=
=
> 
sc
an
n,
 se
ar
ch
=
> 
m
irr
or
, (
se
lf)
-
re
fle
ct
io
n
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seaweed background, as in the above example. For example, there were four 
statements grouped around the descriptive, first-level code ‘invitation’, which 
labelled statements that, in one way or another, invited non-designers to try a different, 
more creative approach. Not all of them inspired positive reactions. The following 
approach was discussed controversially, including the statement of a designer: “I 
want to develop my own [design] game. I really find this method interesting. And it 
works well. You could see that from [the results] in the report” (case 3, interviewee 
12).  When cross-comparing the statements from all groups, enthusiasm emerged as 
a key element. It explained how all activities shared the same goal of creating and 
maintaining individual and group enthusiasm, e.g. optimism or a positive attitude 
about finding novel solutions. Another theme, ‘Echo’, was later found to explain only 
the participatory aspects of designers’ activities, e.g. engaging with existing ideas and 
concerns. Other aspects mentioned in the quotes were not found to relate to this theme. 
This lead was not followed any further for this reason.  
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Figure 12: Topic map II illustrating the cross-comparison between cases in study B 
in
sp
rin
g
an
d
ch
ar
m
in
g 
ap
ro
ac
h
ra
ise
 si
gn
ifi
ca
nc
e 
th
ro
ug
h 
co
lla
bo
ra
tio
n
w
ith
 
Un
iv
er
sit
y,
 re
se
ar
ch
ar
ou
se
in
te
re
st
ge
ne
ra
te
 
la
st
in
g
m
em
or
ie
s 
EC
HO
im
ag
es
en
th
us
ia
sm
 in
st
ea
d 
of
 o
pp
os
iti
on
in
cr
ea
se
,r
en
ew
 
ne
tw
or
k
in
vi
ta
tio
n
to
 p
eo
pl
e 
to
 
pa
rt
ic
ip
at
e 
in
 th
e 
th
in
ki
ng
 (t
ha
t h
av
e 
st
h.
 
to
 a
dd
 s
th
)
ca
se
 2
An
d 
th
ey
 p
ro
po
se
d 
an
 a
tt
ra
ct
iv
e 
[p
ro
je
ct
] c
on
ce
pt
, w
hi
ch
 
w
as
 q
ui
te
 im
pr
es
si
ve
, b
ec
au
se
 it
 p
ro
po
se
d 
to
 w
or
k 
to
 
ta
ke
 th
eo
ry
 a
nd
 p
ra
ct
ic
e 
to
ge
th
er
 a
nd
 to
 jo
in
tly
 d
ev
el
op
 
Th
er
e
w
as
 n
o 
ar
gu
ei
ng
: S
ay
in
g:
 n
ow
, y
ou
 
ca
n'
t d
o 
th
is
 -
su
ch
gr
ea
t t
ur
bu
le
nc
e 
or
 
Yo
u 
w
ou
ld
 n
ot
fe
el
 a
bl
ig
ed
 to
 p
ar
tic
ip
at
e.
 It
 w
as
 
w
el
l c
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l c
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 p
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 p
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 b
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 b
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ra
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 m
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 d
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t b
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 o
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 b
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 b
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 c
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op
en
-e
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ed
 p
ro
je
ct
 
ap
pr
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I d
id
 n
ot
 g
et
 th
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im
pr
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on
 th
at
w
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ou
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r g
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hi
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 b
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 w
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 re
al
iz
ed
 ta
t w
as
 n
ot
 fo
r t
he
m
. W
ith
 u
s 
th
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l p
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 p
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 d
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at
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 d
ep
en
de
d 
on
 th
e 
to
pi
c.
 If
 it
 h
ad
 b
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 d
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at
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ra
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re
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I d
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 p
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 m
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r l
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oj
ec
t/
pr
od
uc
t. 
It 
w
as
 
kn
ow
n 
to
 li
tt
le
. A
nd
 th
is
 w
as
 a
ct
ua
lly
 a
 
di
sa
dv
an
tg
e 
to
w
ar
ds
  t
ho
se
 th
at
 k
ne
w
 it
. 
Th
ey
 [t
he
 d
es
ig
ne
rs
] d
id
 n
ot
 s
ee
 
th
em
es
el
ve
s [
in
 th
e 
pr
od
uc
t/
pl
at
fr
om
). 
Th
e 
re
su
lt 
w
as
, t
ha
t a
 m
et
ho
d 
w
as
 
in
tr
od
uc
ed
 w
ith
ou
t t
he
 u
rg
e 
to
 id
en
tif
y 
im
ro
ve
m
en
ts
 fo
r t
he
 p
ro
je
ct
. B
ut
 th
e 
pa
rt
ic
ip
an
ts
 […
] d
id
 w
an
t j
us
t t
ha
t. 
An
d 
th
is
 cr
ea
te
d 
a 
so
rt
 o
f m
is
m
at
ch
, b
ec
au
se
 
yo
u 
ca
n 
im
pr
ov
e/
ra
is
e 
th
e 
va
lu
e 
on
ce
 yo
u 
It 
w
ou
ld
 h
av
e 
be
en
 re
qu
ire
d 
th
at
 th
e 
m
od
er
at
or
 w
ou
ld
 h
av
e 
fu
ly
 u
nd
er
st
oo
d 
th
e 
pr
oj
ec
t/
pr
od
uc
t. 
An
d 
no
t o
nl
y 
on
 p
ap
er
, 
bu
t i
n 
us
e.
 T
ha
t h
e 
w
ou
ld
 h
av
e 
al
so
 u
se
d 
it 
ta
lk
in
g a
bo
ut
 th
e 
sa
m
e
th
in
g
se
e
yo
ur
se
lf 
in
 th
e 
pr
oj
ec
t
W
e 
as
su
m
ed
 th
at
 th
e 
m
od
er
at
or
 w
ou
ld
 k
no
w
 
w
ha
t i
t  
[t
he
 p
ro
je
ct
] w
as
. A
nd
 I'
m
 s
ay
in
g 
th
is
 h
ad
 
no
t b
ee
n 
ab
ov
e 
pu
re
 th
eo
re
tic
al
 kn
ow
le
dg
e 
[o
f t
he
 
pr
oj
ec
t]
. A
nd
 p
eo
pl
e 
re
al
iz
e 
th
at
 in
 3
0 
se
co
nd
s.
 […
] 
yo
u 
w
ou
ld
 a
ls
o 
se
ns
e 
th
at
 in
 th
e 
di
sc
us
si
on
 
af
te
rw
or
ds
. [
th
er
e 
w
as
] T
o 
lit
tle
 o
f a
 fo
un
da
tio
n 
to
 
le
ad
 a
 d
is
cu
ss
io
n,
 b
ec
au
se
 th
e 
m
et
ho
d 
w
as
 in
 th
e 
re
gi
st
er
, r
ep
re
se
nt
an
d 
en
ab
le
 tr
an
sm
iss
io
n 
of
 
co
nt
rib
ut
io
ns
fr
om
 
in
te
rv
ie
w
ee
 q
uo
tin
g 
pa
rt
ic
ip
an
t's
 m
ai
l: 
"T
o 
tr
y 
ou
t 
ev
en
 m
or
e 
cr
ea
tiv
ity
 m
et
ho
ds
 […
] t
hi
s 
w
as
 n
ot
 ty
pe
 o
f 
th
in
g.
 […
] a
nd
 s
in
ce
 th
er
e 
w
as
 n
o 
op
po
rt
un
ity
 t
o 
pl
ac
e 
m
y 
co
m
m
en
ts
 I'
m
 d
oi
ng
 th
is
 h
er
e 
no
w
".
 So
 t
hi
s i
s w
ha
t 
Yo
u 
ad
va
nc
e 
th
ro
ug
h 
ag
ai
n 
an
d 
ag
ai
n 
co
m
bi
ni
ng
 a
nd
 
re
-c
om
bi
ni
ng
 id
ea
s.
 A
nd
 to
 re
fle
ct
 o
n 
it.
 T
hi
s 
pr
oc
es
s 
ne
ve
r s
to
ps
. I
n 
th
is
 se
ns
e 
I h
ad
 s
om
e 
ta
ke
 a
w
ay
s 
fr
om
 
th
e 
w
or
ks
ho
p.
 B
U
T 
th
at
 th
e 
pe
rs
on
 th
at
 h
as
 c
on
cr
et
e 
id
ea
s i
n 
hi
s h
ea
d 
do
es
 n
ot
 g
et
 th
e 
op
po
rt
un
ity
 t
o 
pl
ac
e 
W
e 
sh
ou
ld
 h
av
e 
pr
ep
ar
ed
 s
tu
di
ed
 th
e 
m
et
ho
ds
 b
ef
or
e 
ha
nd
, I
 th
in
k.
w
e 
sh
ou
ld
 h
av
e 
go
tt
en
 o
ur
se
lv
es
  a
 m
or
e 
pr
ec
ic
e 
pi
ct
ur
e.
 W
e 
ar
e 
co
ns
um
er
 o
f c
re
at
iv
ity
. W
e 
th
ou
gh
t, 
w
e 
w
ou
ld
 g
o 
an
d 
ha
ve
 a
 tr
y 
an
d 
se
e 
w
ha
t 
co
m
es
 o
ut
 o
f i
t.-
Bu
t t
hi
s w
as
 n
ot
 in
iti
al
ly
 p
ar
t o
f o
ur
 
ta
sk
. I
t w
as
 m
or
e 
ab
ou
t 
ge
tt
in
g 
to
 k
no
w
 a
 m
et
ho
d 
an
d 
no
 o
pp
or
tu
ni
ty
w
as
 gi
ve
n
As
 fo
r t
he
 m
et
ho
d:
 it
 w
as
 to
 le
ng
th
y.
 […
] t
o 
m
an
y 
in
pu
ts
/e
xp
la
na
tio
ns
 (V
or
tr
äg
e)
. t
o 
m
uc
h 
in
fo
rm
at
io
n.
 
W
e 
w
ou
ld
 s
im
pl
y 
sa
y:
 G
et
 to
 th
e 
he
ar
t o
f i
t. 
[.]
It 
la
ck
ed
 
de
ve
lo
p 
st
h.
eg
o
ce
nt
ric
cr
ea
tiv
ity
tim
in
g
Ba
si
ca
lly
 w
e 
w
er
e 
to
 g
en
er
at
e 
qu
al
ita
tiv
e 
da
ta
 o
n 
th
e 
pr
oj
ec
t. 
Th
e 
de
si
gn
 w
as
 
al
re
ad
y 
th
er
e.
 A
ll 
th
e 
el
em
en
ts
 ju
st
 
ne
ed
ed
 to
 b
e 
ex
am
in
ed
 w
he
th
er
 it
 w
as
 
ad
eq
ua
tly
 [d
es
ig
ne
d]
. (
12
:1
)
It 
(t
he
 m
et
ho
d]
 is
 a
tt
ra
ct
iv
e,
 fi
rs
t b
ec
au
se
  
po
ep
le
 w
ill
 b
e 
a 
bi
t m
or
e 
co
m
pe
tit
iv
e.
 Y
ou
 w
ill
 
cr
ea
te
 m
or
 o
ut
pu
t. 
Se
co
nd
, y
ou
 w
ill
 h
av
e 
le
ss
 
cr
iti
qu
e.
 If
 y
ou
 ta
ke
 b
ra
in
st
or
m
in
g 
fo
r e
xa
m
pl
e:
 
it 
w
ill
 a
lw
ay
s b
e 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
th
at
 ta
ke
s t
he
 
An
d 
fr
om
 th
at
 [t
he
 w
ay
 sh
e 
co
nn
ec
tt
ed
 to
 th
e 
is
su
es
]  
I r
ea
liz
ed
 it
 w
as
 
so
m
et
hi
ng
 th
at
 is
 o
rie
nt
ed
 to
w
ar
ds
 th
e 
po
ep
le
 th
at
 a
re
 b
ei
ng
 tr
ea
te
d 
he
re
.I 
th
in
k 
i s
he
 d
id
 n
ot
 b
rin
g 
th
at
 k
in
d 
of
 e
m
pa
th
y 
fo
r t
he
 n
ee
ds
, i
t 
w
ou
ld
 h
av
e 
be
en
 m
or
e 
di
ff
ic
ul
t. 
I w
ou
ld
 h
av
e 
th
ou
gh
t: 
I'm
 n
ot
 s
ur
e 
if t
im
in
g o
f m
et
ho
d 
I w
an
t t
o 
de
ve
lo
p 
m
y 
ow
n 
[d
es
ig
n]
 g
am
e.
 I 
re
al
ly
 fi
nd
 th
is
 m
et
ho
d 
in
te
re
st
in
g.
 A
nd
 it
 w
or
ks
 
w
el
l. 
Yo
u 
co
ul
d 
se
e 
th
at
 fr
om
 [
th
e 
re
su
lts
] i
n 
th
e 
no
 p
ra
ct
ica
l e
xp
er
tis
e
I l
ik
e 
w
he
n 
it 
ha
s 
a 
ch
al
le
ng
in
g 
si
de
 to
 it
. W
he
n 
ev
er
yo
ne
 s
ay
s 
yo
u 
ca
n 
no
t d
o 
it.
 A
nd
 th
en
 y
ou
 
st
ill
 tr
y 
[a
 n
ew
 m
et
ho
d 
in
 a
 fo
re
ig
n 
fie
ld
s]
. A
nd
 
De
ve
lo
pi
ng
 a
 n
ew
 m
et
ho
d 
ta
ke
s a
 lo
t o
f 
ef
fo
rt
. [
he
re
] y
ou
 h
ad
e 
to
 d
ef
in
e 
al
l t
he
 
qu
es
tio
ns
. N
or
m
al
ly
, y
ou
 w
ou
ld
 m
ay
be
 
sp
en
t 1
, 2
 h
ou
rs
 p
re
pa
rin
g 
[…
]. 
He
re
 I 
w
ou
ld
 s
pe
nd
 m
ay
be
 2
0 
ho
ur
s 
fo
r o
ne
 h
ou
r 
w
or
ks
ho
p.
(1
2:
2)
To
 p
re
pa
re
/d
ev
el
op
 yo
u 
ac
tu
al
ly
 h
av
e 
to
 in
te
rv
ie
w
 yo
ur
se
lf 
a 
bi
t. 
Al
so
 I 
se
ar
ch
ed
 o
n 
th
e 
in
te
rn
et
. I
 ta
lk
ed
 to
 
pe
op
le
 a
bo
ut
 t
hi
s f
ie
ld
/i
ss
ue
s.
 A
nd
 th
en
 
co
lle
ct
 (s
el
f)-
re
fle
ct
e,
 
sy
nt
he
siz
e 
Th
ey
 w
er
e 
ex
tr
em
ly
 o
pe
n:
 th
ey
 ju
st
 sa
id
: 
yo
u'
re
 th
e 
ex
pe
rt
 -
w
hi
ch
 in
 re
al
ity
 a
m
 
no
t. 
I d
on
't 
no
rm
al
y 
de
si
gn
 su
ch
 
pl
at
fo
rm
s.
 I'
m
 a
n 
in
te
ra
ct
io
n 
de
si
gn
er
 
su
rp
ris
e/
in
sp
rie
Th
ey
 d
id
 n
ot
 h
av
e 
an
y 
ex
pe
ct
at
io
ns
. 
Th
ey
 ju
st
 sa
id
: S
ho
w
 u
s 
so
m
et
hi
ng
. [
…
] 
W
e 
di
sc
us
se
d 
di
ff
er
en
t o
pt
io
ns
.[…
] A
ft
er
 
w
e 
de
ve
lo
pe
d 
on
e 
of
 th
em
. A
nd
 h
e 
sa
id
, 
It 
w
as
 a
 g
oo
d 
gr
ou
p.
 Y
ou
 n
ev
er
 kn
ow
 th
at
 b
ef
or
eh
an
d.
 
An
d 
th
is
 is
 w
ha
t i
s a
lw
ay
s 
di
ff
ic
ul
t. 
Yo
u 
ha
ve
 to
 -
w
ith
 
th
es
e 
w
or
ks
ho
ps
, y
ou
 n
ee
d 
to
 b
e 
ex
tr
em
ly
 fl
ex
ib
le
. 
so
m
et
im
es
 a
 C
EO
 is
 to
o 
do
m
in
at
in
g.
 A
nd
 th
en
 y
ou
 n
ee
d 
to
 d
o 
th
in
gs
 to
 le
ve
l i
t o
ut
. [
…
] Y
ou
 h
av
e 
to
 m
ak
e 
su
re
 
th
at
 e
ve
ry
on
e 
ha
s 
a 
sa
y.
 In
 th
at
 s
en
se
 yo
u 
ar
e 
lik
e 
qu
iz
 
m
as
te
r  
(1
2:
2)
eq
ua
l
un
eq
ua
l c
on
tr
ib
ut
io
ns
Ye
s,
 I 
do
n'
t r
ea
llt
 tr
y 
to
 o
bs
er
ve
 e
op
le
 [t
he
ir 
be
ha
vi
ou
r 
or
 n
ee
ds
]. 
In
 th
is
 w
y 
yo
u 
ha
ve
 e
xp
er
ts
 -
an
d 
th
ey
 
co
nt
rib
ut
e 
w
ith
 th
ei
r v
ie
w
 o
n 
a 
pr
ot
ot
py
e.
 Y
es
 it
 is
 re
al
ly
 
ge
ne
ra
te
 re
ac
tio
n 
vs
 
Th
e 
pr
oc
es
s 
of
 th
e 
de
si
gn
 g
am
e 
w
as
 d
ef
in
ed
 b
y 
th
e 
ru
el
s b
ut
 a
ls
o 
th
ro
ug
h 
th
e 
ty
pe
 o
f q
ue
st
in
s y
ou
 w
ou
ld
 
as
k.
Yo
u 
re
al
ly
 h
av
e 
to
 th
in
k/
pr
ep
ar
e 
th
e 
qu
es
tio
ns
. 
Yo
u 
pr
ep
ar
e 
ei
th
er
 to
 m
uc
h 
or
 to
 li
tt
le
. Y
ou
 d
on
't 
kn
ow
 
th
at
 in
 a
dv
an
ce
. Y
ou
 w
ill
 n
ev
er
 kn
ow
 h
ow
 lo
ng
 it
 w
ill
 
ta
ke
 [t
he
 g
ro
up
 t
o 
an
se
r a
ll 
th
e 
qu
es
tio
ns
]. 
So
m
e 
pe
op
le
 w
ill
 o
pe
n 
up
 b
ig
 d
is
cu
ss
io
ns
 […
] B
ut
 yo
u 
de
ve
lo
p 
m
iss
in
g c
re
at
iv
e 
el
em
en
ts
ha
rm
on
izi
ng
 
Th
e 
ni
ce
 th
in
g 
ab
ou
t d
ev
el
op
in
 s
uc
h 
a 
th
in
g 
[m
et
ho
d/
ga
m
e]
 is
 
th
at
 y
ou
 h
av
e 
al
re
ad
y 
id
en
tif
ie
d 
so
m
e 
to
pi
cs
. [
…
] y
ou
 t
hi
nk
 y
ou
 
do
n'
t k
no
w
 a
ny
th
in
g 
ab
ou
t s
uc
h 
pl
at
fo
rm
s 
-b
ut
 b
as
ic
al
ly
 y
ou
 
al
re
ad
y 
de
ve
lo
pe
d 
ha
ve
 a
 c
er
ta
in
 u
nd
er
st
an
di
ng
 o
f t
he
 m
at
te
r. 
  
(1
2:
4)
A 
pa
rt
ne
r w
ou
ld
 o
nl
y 
be
 p
ar
t o
f t
he
 
pr
ep
ar
at
io
ns
 if
 h
e 
di
d 
no
t t
ak
e 
pa
rt
 in
 
th
e 
w
or
ks
ho
p 
hi
m
se
lf.
  (
12
:5
)
Yo
u 
w
ou
ld
 o
nl
y 
do
 a
ll-
ar
ou
nd
 's
ho
pp
in
g'
 
if 
it 
w
as
 a
 b
ig
 co
op
er
at
io
n.
 Y
ou
 w
ou
ld
 
in
te
rv
ie
w
 so
m
e 
pe
op
le
 a
bo
ut
 w
ha
t 
w
ou
ld
 e
 th
e 
id
ea
l [
fo
r t
hi
s 
fie
ld
/p
ro
je
ct
]. 
w
ha
t I
 a
ct
ua
lly
 li
ke
 a
bo
ut
 m
y 
w
or
k 
is
 to
 
in
sp
ire
 p
eo
pl
e:
 I 
do
 t
ha
t t
hr
ou
gh
 d
es
ig
n.
 
Bu
t y
ou
 c
an
 a
ls
o 
do
 it
 th
ro
ug
h 
a 
w
or
ks
ho
p.
 T
ha
t i
s i
t. 
If 
yo
u 
in
sp
ire
 
su
rp
ris
e w
ith
 n
o
us
e
I w
as
 g
iv
en
 s
om
e 
tim
e 
to
 d
es
ig
n 
th
e 
ro
om
 o
f m
y 
dr
ea
m
s/
ch
oi
ce
. A
nd
 fr
om
 th
at
 w
e 
w
er
e 
st
ar
tin
g 
a 
co
nc
er
sa
tio
n 
-a
bo
ut
 w
ha
t i
s g
oi
ng
 o
n 
he
re
. (
11
:1
)
pr
oc
es
s o
ut
co
m
e
m
ak
e 
de
ci
sio
ns
 
tr
an
sp
ar
en
t
Th
ey
 c
ho
se
 w
hi
te
 cu
rt
ai
ns
, w
hi
ch
 I 
fin
d 
a 
pi
ty
. A
nd
 I 
as
ke
d 
he
r (
th
e 
de
si
gn
er
) a
bo
ut
 it
. A
nd
 s
he
 e
xl
ai
ne
d 
m
e 
w
hy
. (
11
:1
)
po
lit
ics
I w
as
 ju
st
 ve
ry
 c
ur
io
us
 a
bo
ut
 t
he
 o
ut
co
m
e 
-[
…
] 
w
ha
t h
ad
 b
ec
om
e 
of
 it
. [
…
] I
 w
ou
ld
 h
av
e 
al
so
 
as
ke
d 
F 
[m
an
ag
in
g 
nu
rs
e]
, i
f s
he
 h
ad
 n
ot
 in
fo
rm
ed
 
in
vo
vl
e
pe
op
le
 
co
nc
er
ne
d
re
le
va
nt
 
co
nt
rib
ut
io
ns
eq
ua
lit
y/
eq
ua
l 
rig
ht
s
gi
ve
co
nt
ro
ll
tr
an
sp
er
en
cy
ra
ise
ho
pe
s
[w
he
n 
I p
ar
tic
ip
at
ed
] I
 ju
st
 h
op
ed
 th
at
 th
er
e 
w
ou
ld
 
be
 a
 c
ha
ng
e 
to
 th
e 
be
tt
er
. B
et
te
r t
he
n 
w
ha
t w
e 
ha
ve
 n
ow
 in
 th
e 
tw
in
 ro
om
s.
 [
…
] I
 ju
st
 h
ad
 g
re
at
 
ho
pe
s 
th
at
 w
e 
w
ou
ld
 g
et
 s
om
et
hi
ng
 […
] w
er
e 
w
e 
w
ou
ld
 fe
el
 -
co
m
fo
rt
ab
le
. W
he
re
 yo
u 
co
ul
d 
m
ak
e 
I t
ho
ug
h 
it 
w
as
 b
ril
lia
nt
 th
at
 
th
ey
 to
ok
 t
he
 id
ea
 fr
om
 th
e 
bo
x 
(p
ro
to
ty
pe
 s
he
 d
ev
el
op
ed
) .
 
I t
hi
nk
 [t
he
 p
ro
du
ct
] 
is
 re
al
ly
  
be
au
tif
ul
. -
th
e 
w
oo
d,
 th
is
 is
 
so
m
eh
tin
g 
le
av
in
g,
 fr
om
 n
at
ur
e.
 
Th
e 
se
nt
 o
f t
he
 w
oo
d.
 A
nd
 th
en
 
[…
]i
f s
om
eo
ne
 e
nt
er
es
 th
e 
ro
om
 
he
 s
ta
nd
s n
ot
 ri
gh
t i
n 
yo
ur
 
sp
he
re
 o
f p
riv
ac
y 
(1
1:
1)
It 
co
ul
d 
al
w
ay
s d
ev
el
op
 fa
st
er
. T
ha
t e
ve
n 
m
or
e 
pe
op
el
 co
ul
d 
pr
of
it 
fr
om
 it
. B
ut
 I'
m
 a
w
ar
e 
of
 th
e 
fa
ct
 th
at
 th
ey
 n
ee
d 
to
 a
ss
es
 th
e 
co
st
. I
 ju
st
 h
op
e 
th
at
 s
oo
n 
th
er
e 
w
ill
 b
e 
se
ve
ra
l o
f t
he
se
 ty
pe
 o
f 
ta
ke
 p
eo
pl
e 
co
nc
er
ne
d 
se
rio
us
ly
Ju
st
 [I
 li
ke
d]
 th
at
 th
e 
w
el
l-b
ei
ng
 o
f a
tie
ns
 w
as
 
ta
ke
n 
se
rio
us
ly
. T
ha
t i
t i
s n
ot
 in
ita
te
d 
fr
om
 th
e 
to
p 
I r
ea
liz
ed
 th
at
] a
lre
ad
y 
by
 h
av
in
g 
be
en
 in
vo
lv
ed
. B
y 
be
in
g 
gi
ve
n 
th
e 
os
si
bi
lit
y t
o 
gi
ve
 a
n 
in
te
rv
ie
w
. A
nd
 
al
so
 th
e 
co
nv
er
sa
tio
n 
w
ith
 Z
. [
th
e 
de
si
gn
er
] [
…
] I
 
fe
lt 
-t
ha
t i
t w
as
 re
al
ly
 im
or
ta
nt
 to
 h
er
 -
th
e 
pr
oj
ec
t. 
-A
nd
 a
lo
s 
th
at
 s
he
 a
sk
ed
 m
e 
af
te
r i
t h
ad
 
al
re
ad
y 
be
en
 fi
ni
sh
ed
 -
ho
w
 I 
fin
d 
it.
 (1
1:
2)
sig
ni
fic
an
ce
An
d 
th
en
 w
e 
m
et
 fo
r t
he
 d
is
cu
ss
io
n 
of
 th
e 
pr
oj
ec
t 
an
d 
I p
re
se
nt
ed
 th
e 
ap
pr
oa
ch
es
, I
 w
an
te
d 
to
 u
se
: 
Fi
rs
t t
he
 e
vi
de
nc
e-
ba
se
d 
de
si
gn
 a
pp
ro
ac
h 
-w
he
re
 
sc
ie
nt
ifi
ca
lly
 g
ro
un
de
d 
kn
ow
le
dg
e 
is
 b
ei
ng
 u
se
d 
(i.
e.
 th
at
 n
at
ur
al
 a
rv
en
 w
oo
d 
ef
fe
ct
s s
le
ep
 
po
si
tiv
el
y,
 b
ec
au
se
 it
 co
nt
ai
ns
 th
is
 sp
ec
ifi
c 
su
bs
ta
nc
e 
x,
y 
et
c.
). 
An
d 
it 
al
so
 c
on
ta
in
s 
th
e 
as
pe
ct
 
th
at
 p
at
en
ts
 p
ar
tic
ip
at
e 
in
 a
 c
o-
de
si
gn
 p
ro
ce
ss
. 
Ba
si
ca
lly
, [
it 
is
 a
bo
ut
] b
rin
gi
ng
 e
m
pl
oy
ee
s 
an
d 
pa
te
nt
s 
to
ge
th
er
. I
 ta
lk
ed
 a
bo
ut
 a
ll 
th
is
. A
nd
 th
e 
he
ad
 o
f t
he
 c
lin
ic
 fo
un
d 
it 
go
o.
 T
he
re
 w
as
 n
o 
di
sc
us
si
on
. N
o 
qu
es
tio
n.
 T
he
re
 w
as
 o
nl
y:
 d
o 
it.
 (8
:1
)
An
d 
th
en
 I 
di
d 
so
m
e 
m
ea
su
rin
g 
[in
 th
e 
cl
in
ic
], 
th
e 
in
te
rv
ie
w
s a
ls
o
-w
hi
ch
 in
cl
ud
ed
 p
at
ie
nt
s,
 
th
er
ap
is
ts
, d
oc
to
rs
, n
ur
se
s.
 I 
sp
ok
e 
w
ith
 e
ve
ry
on
e 
-
rig
ht
 a
cr
os
s t
he
 h
ie
ra
rc
hi
es
.A
nd
 th
en
 I 
tr
an
sc
rib
t 
an
d 
cl
us
te
rd
 th
e 
re
su
lts
 in
a 
Ex
ce
l s
he
et
. (
8:
1)
An
d 
th
er
e
w
as
 th
e 
th
in
g 
w
ith
 th
e 
bo
x,
 w
he
re
 I 
ga
ve
 
th
e 
pa
tie
nt
s a
 b
ox
 a
nd
 ju
st
 s
ai
d:
 h
er
e,
 w
hy
 d
on
't 
yo
u 
bu
ild
  s
om
et
hi
ng
. (
8:
1)
Th
e 
bu
ild
in
g 
to
ge
th
er
 w
ith
 th
e 
pa
tie
nt
s w
as
 n
ot
 
po
ss
ib
le
 a
t a
ll.
 A
t a
ll.
 W
e 
ne
ed
ed
 a
bo
ut
 a
 w
ee
k t
o 
w
or
k 
on
 th
es
e 
bo
xe
s.
 B
ut
 in
 th
is
 ti
m
e 
th
ey
 
de
ve
lo
pe
d 
th
er
e 
id
as
 a
bo
ut
 th
e 
lo
ok
 o
f a
 ro
om
, 
w
he
re
 th
ey
 w
ou
ld
 fe
el
 co
m
fo
rt
ab
le
 a
nd
 g
oo
d 
fo
r 
Ri
gh
t n
ow
 I'
m
 in
 th
e 
pr
oc
es
s o
f d
es
ig
ni
ng
 su
rv
ey
 
fo
r t
he
 p
at
ie
nt
s,
 w
hi
ch
 th
ey
 w
ill
 n
ee
d 
to
 fi
ll 
ou
t 
se
ve
ro
ul
 ti
m
e.
 It
's
 a
bo
ut
 h
ow
 th
ey
 a
re
 -
th
er
e 
ph
ys
ic
al
 a
nd
 p
sy
ch
ol
og
ic
al
 w
el
l-b
ei
ng
 a
nd
 a
ls
o 
ab
ou
t u
se
r q
ua
lit
ie
s o
f t
he
 p
ro
du
ct
 -
ab
ou
t H
O
W
 
=
> 
in
vi
ta
tio
n
=
> 
cr
ea
tin
g 
op
en
 sp
ac
e
==
==
==
==
==
> 
ge
tti
ng
 in
to
 p
riv
ile
ge
d 
po
sit
io
n
=
> 
lo
w
er
ig
 re
sis
ta
nc
e 
to
w
ar
ds
no
ve
l i
de
as
=
> 
or
ie
nt
at
io
n,
 n
ew
 a
ct
iv
iti
es
 
 
 
69 
69 
The study contributed to this thesis by emphasising the influence of designers’ 
activities for the emergence of different roles in the collaboration between designers 
and non-designers – thus complementing the research strategy with the final research 
model – the social practice perspective. The study resulted in papers II and paper V 
of this thesis. The first focused on the influence of designers as facilitators of 
multidisciplinary innovation projects. It was accepted for publication for volume 21 
issue 06 of The Design Journal (to be published in December 2018). The second paper 
focused on the effect of the designer’s practice of reframing and reflecting prevailing 
assumptions on non-designers. This jester-related practice was linked to the practice 
of the court jester in the She Ji Journal article published earlier this year (Lassen, 
2018).  
6.2.1.3 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY C: EFFECT OF DESIGNERS ON 
THE USE OF METHODS AND TOOLS 
Study C was conducted to investigate the relationship the influence of designers 
on the use of design methods and tools (research question of this thesis). The study 
looked into a collaborative conference format that was used to investigate early stages 
of innovation challenges in parallel workshops led by designers. The parallel 
workshops provided equal workshops settings, which would allow comparing 
different collaboration processes and results from the application of design tools and 
methods between different innovation groups. Designers used a similar design 
approach, as they were all part of the CreaLab team, the Future Laboratory of the 
Lucerne University of Applied Sciences and Arts. CreaLab has a strong focus on the 
development of collaborative methods, aimed at more open and flexible innovation 
processes. Also, the conference was intended to attract people who wanted to truly 
experience something new, e.g. by explicitly announcing the conference as an event 
that introduces new formats and methods to ensure active work on concrete 
innovation challenges. These innovation challenges were described beforehand by the 
business partners and related to the early stages of innovation, e.g. opportunity 
identification, generation and selection of ideas, or formulation of concepts. This 
study resulted in a paper focusing on the influence designers on the use of 
performative tools – e.g. creating open and flexible contexts where people meet and 
interact. The paper also pointed to interdependencies between the experience of non-
designers and the influence of the designer on the use of design tools and methods 
(e.g. encouraging wilder experimentation vs. intimidation) (paper III). 
The study was designed in two steps. The first step entailed defining relevant 
aspects for the use of design tools and methods through a conversation with the 
organizers of the conference about key characteristics of the event (adequate choice 
of tools, interplay with other tools, interplay with aspects of the conference). 
Furthermore, by viewing video recordings, the researcher was able to focus on 
thematic and structural characteristics of the event (introduction, activities, transition 
phases, and breaks). The description of theses aspects then guided the process of 
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defining the focus for the follow-up questions in the narrative interviews (Schütze, 
1977). These questions were aimed at investigating interrelation between different 
performative tools and between tools and context (e.g. space, people, atmosphere, 
time). Interviews were held with designers (workshop leaders, organizers of the 
conference) and non-designers (participants and challenge givers). ‘Challenge giver’ 
is here understood as the providers of innovation process cases with specific 
challenges for the conference. The participants were people who took part in the 
event, but were not involved in the presented innovation cases: external professionals 
and researchers at Swiss Universities of Applied Sciences. The differences between 
the selected participants in terms of professional backgrounds and fields (e.g. 
departments or sectors of industry) and functions were considered when selecting 
interview partners, to which the researcher had good access. Each interview took 
approximately twenty minutes and was recorded and fully transcribed. Fourteen 
interviews were conducted in total. The empirical basis of Study C is presented in 
table 13. 
No. of 
Interviewee 
Role in the 
conference 
Background and organisational 
affiliation 
Function within 
organisation 
No. 1 Participant Engineer, self-employed  
No. 2 Organizer Lucerne University – Art & Design Researcher, Lecturer  
No. 3 Participant Lucerne University – Business Researcher, Lecturer 
No. 4 Participant IT, Start-Up CEO 
No. 5 Participant Communication, Tourism Project manager 
No. 6 Participant Regional Economics, Lucerne 
University – Engineering & 
Business 
Researcher and 
Consultant 
No. 7 Participant Business, Lucerne University 
– Business 
MA-Student 
No. 8 Workshop 
Leader 
Lucerne University – Art & Design Researcher, Lecturer 
No. 9 Participant Lucerne University – Business Researcher, Lecturer 
No. 10 Participant Consultant, self-employed  
No. 11 Participant Entrepreneur, start-Up CEO 
No. 12 Participant Engineer, metal engineering 
industry 
Project manager 
No. 13 Organizer Organisational development, 
Lucerne University – Business 
Researcher, Lecturer 
No. 14 Workshop 
Leader 
Architecture, Lucerne University – 
Engineering & Architecture 
Researcher, Lecturer 
Table 13: Overview of the data sources in Study C 
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The point of this study was to focus on the effect of the use of different design 
methods and tools through designers. These collaborations with designers took place 
in a conference, which served as framework to explore innovation challenges in 
collaborative workshops. The conference consisted of workshops settings, which 
would allow a comparison of the application of design tools and methods between 
different innovation groups. It enabled an understanding of important mechanisms 
between innovation experience of collaboration partners, types of situations (group or 
plenary), and types of design tools and methods. This study resulted in a paper 
focusing on the description of different dimensions of design tools’ effects on 
innovation processes and a classification of the tools in relation to workshop situation 
and innovation experience of partners (paper III). 
As the study was based on existing literature and the analysis of the empirical 
material was approached with predefined categories from research literature dealing 
with design in innovation processes (boundary spanning, creativity and co-creation, 
and collaboration, e.g. participation & inclusion, and building of community and 
trust). Additionally, the analysis remained open for additional categories that emerged 
from the material (creating an open context, creating a laboratory atmosphere). 
The material was organized in different corpora for the different workshop cases. 
Graphs were then drawn to present the relationships between a tool and an effect. 
Additionally, moderating variables, explaining when a relationship between a tool 
and an effect occurs (e.g. context), and mediating variables (e.g. another performative 
tool), explaining why there is a relationship between a tool and an effect, were 
indicated.  In a second step, the graphs were compared with categories for the effect 
of tools drawn from existing literature (boundary spanning, creativity, collaboration) 
and scrutinized for emerging categories or patterns. Figure 13 illustrates the process 
of finding relations between tools and (moderated/mediated) effects. Figure 13 
presents the pattern finding process of study C. Both predefined categories and 
similarities and differences in issues that impacted the use of performative tools in 
collaborative learning events guided the interpretation of the material. Colour coding 
was used to represent different categories from literature (green, blue, yellow), with 
red being used for new categories. The pattern finding resulted in an illustration of 
existing categories (e.g. tools and effects) and in two new categories (creating an open 
context, creating a laboratory atmosphere). 
The findings were validated through a conference presentation and a discussion 
of the findings within a design research colloquium at the university the author of this 
thesis is affiliated to.   
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Figure 13: Categorisation of effects in study C 
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Figure 14: Pattern finding process in study C 
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Table 14 presents the main categories and respective subthemes, suggested by 
the pattern finding in study C. 
Main themes Sub-themes 
 
Effect of tools 
Boundary spanning Participants meeting new people 
 Conversations between participants across disciplines 
 High frequency of communication between formerly 
disconnected cultural sub-scenes 
 Consideration of foreign perspectives 
 
Creativity and co-creation New ideas 
 New knowledge 
 Identification of new interrelations 
 
Collaboration Communication between participants 
 Participants interacting and taking part in activities 
 Consideration of contributions 
 Visibility of contributions 
 
Creating a laboratory   ‘Seeing what people are doing’ 
atmosphere Creation of a visible account of the working process (flip charts, 
sticky notes, sketches, prototypes)   
 Real activities 
 
Creating an open context  Flexible space 
for exchange Visibility of contributions 
 Participation 
 Sense of belonging (to a group with the same experience) 
  
Table 14: Themes and sub-themes identified in study C 
The contribution of this study lies in its identification of the key dimensions of 
designers’ influence on the use of tools: The study revealed that performative tools in 
innovation workshops particularly affect the sharing of existing and creation of new 
ideas, knowledge, and insights in that they trigger and support a) boundary spanning, 
b) creativity and co-production, and c) collaboration between various disciplines 
involved. While these findings generalize existing theory for a new setting, 
collaborative innovation workshops, the study also shows that d) the interplay 
between multiple performative tools has important effects in such workshops. These 
findings are discussed in paper II.  
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The study also indicates that some of the effects of the more elaborate tools are 
moderated by designers’ enthusiasm when employing them. A tool continuum 
displaying the level of familiarity of the tools employed in the conference, served as 
orientation (compare figure 15). Tools were mapped in relation to familiarity to 
conventional office work. Familiarity of tools was selected to reflect on the 
relationship of methods foreign products, and practices from the world of the arts 
(Berthoin-Antal, 2012). Study D took up the theme of enthusiasm which had already 
emerged a first time in study B. 
6.2.1.4 DESCRIPTION OF STUDY D: INVESTIGATING THE EFFECT 
OF DESIGNERS’ ENTHUSIASM 
Study D was set in an educational context, where groups of students explored social 
innovation challenges of organisations. These challenges were all set in the early 
phases of innovation, e.g. a retailer looking for alternatives solutions for plastic bags, 
or a charity NGO that looked for ways to increase the attractiveness of volunteer work. 
The design approach of the seminar emphasized group work and the inclusion of the 
people concerned, thus focusing on a collaborative design approach. The partnering 
organisations shared an interest in trying out something new by connecting with a 
university program. Lacking interest (e.g. in volunteer work) or increasing pressure 
from users, society, and politics had made it clear that change was needed, which 
forced the organisations to leave their comfort zone. Connecting with a student 
program that used an unfamiliar design approach therefore seemed just the right 
opportunity to achieve this much needed help. Like Study C, this study was designed 
to investigate one particular aspect of the designers’ contribution in innovation 
processes – this time on the level of the design paradigm. The study was aimed at 
investigating the effect of designers’ enthusiasm on the collaboration between 
designers and non-designers in innovation processes – a key element, which was 
identified in study B. Enthusiasm is here related to the positive, entrepreneurial and 
optimistic mind-set of the design approach. This focus was chosen on the basis of 
study C that acknowledged  designers’ enthusiasm as a regulating factor for the effect 
of tools and on study B, where enthusiasm emerged as an umbrella topic, able to 
Figure 15: Tool continuum: from familiar to more unconventional tools 
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connect a number of themes which emerged from analysing the influence of designers 
as facilitators of multidisciplinary innovation processes. The expectation was that this 
study would help develop a better understanding of this one particular aspect of the 
design approach.  
The collaboration in focus for this study took place in an educational program 
lasting from August 2015 to February 2016. The educational program was selected in 
order to give the author of this thesis good access and be able to observe parallel full-
scale innovation processes. It acknowledges differences between the types of 
organisations (association, networks, NGO-Cooperation, company), the national or 
regional character of organisation, and the different overall project conditions (time 
frame, budget) in the selection of practice partners for the educational program, to 
which the researcher had good access. Table 15 provides an overview of the project 
partners involved in the innovation processes. 
 
No. of innovation 
process Type of organisation Project condition 
Innovation process 1 Business Network Clear timeframe – no set budget  
Innovation process 2 Community 
Association 
Open timeframe 
Innovation process 3 Telecoms company Clear timeframe and budget 
Innovation process 4 NGO Open timeframe 
Table 15: Overview of the collaboration type of Study D 
The choice of informants was based on a balanced mix between the 
interdisciplinary members of the different groups. In order to get an in-depth idea of 
the influence of the designer’s enthusiasm, the data collection combined different self-
assessment sessions (for student groups) with interviews, an interactive intervention, 
and self-observation (of the author of this thesis, which was involved as designer in 
the program). The empirical basis for study D is presented in Table 16. 
Data 
collection 
Number of 
people  Disciplinary background Type of data collection 
No. 1 22  Students from social work, 
business, interior architecture, 
engineering 
Group survey 
No. 2 22 Students from social work, 
business, interior architecture, 
technology 
Visual survey 
No. 3 22 Students from social work, 
business, interior architecture, 
technology 
Semi-structured group 
interview with visual 
interview guideline 
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No. 4 22 Students from social work, 
business, interior architecture, 
technology 
Spider diagram 
assessment 
No. 5 4 Student group representatives: 
business, engineering, social 
work 
Semi-structured telephone 
interviews  
No. 6 1 Tutor Social work Three focused interviews 
by mail (assessing groups’ 
enthusiasm) 
No. 7 1 Tutor Business Three focused interviews 
by mail (assessing groups’ 
enthusiasm) 
Table 16: Empirical basis for study D 
In order to maintain interest in the process of the assessment and, thereby, 
generate meaningful results, new formats where introduced whenever the level of 
enthusiasm was assessed: A sketch of the conceptual model of enthusiasm first 
introduced the understanding used for this context (compare figure 16).  
 
Figure 16: Conceptual map used to explain the concept of enthusiasm 
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The concept sketch had significantly lowered resistance towards the theoretical 
construct, e.g. initiating questions about the concept and enabling a discussion of the 
specific elements it contained. The groups were then asked to self-assess and report 
their level of enthusiasm on the six e-elements and three different levels (high, middle, 
low). The same principle was applied in the second assessment, this time using a 
visual survey which contained five levels, also including zero enthusiasm (compare 
figure 17).  
In the third data assessment, semi-structured group interviews were used and the 
results reported visually by the designer. A sketch of the conceptual model (compare 
figure 15) was used to report on the groups’ level of enthusiasm. The A4 visual 
reporting tool allowed the creation of an interface for conversations between the 
designers and the innovation groups. The hand-drawn sketches, for example, helped 
create a professional conversation setting in which emotional aspect could be 
discussed in a constructive, objective way, and the designer also demonstrated how 
visual artefact could help organize discussions. Typical remarks included (recalling 
from memory): “Today, it seemed difficult for the project group to find a common 
rhythm. We seemed to have lost focus and interest.” Short notes were taken on the A4 
reporting tool (figure 18), in order to be able to later recall such statements from 
memory.  
Figure 17: Visual survey used to assess groups enthusiasm 
Figure 18: Sketch of conceptual model of enthusiasm 
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Figure 19 illustrates the radar chart assessment used in data collection round 4. 
Finally, semi-structured interviews were used to assess the groups’ level of 
enthusiasm during the last phase of the program. As the groups where working 
independently, interviews were carried by phone. These interviews were transcribed 
verbatim to generate fifteen pages of written material (times, 12pt.). 
The data analysis followed an interpretative approach, which is interested in 
identifying the limitations and extending a conceptual framework (Eisenhardt, 
1989:532). This involved an iterative pattern finding approach, which consisted of 
discussing the groups’ progress with tutors in comparison to their enthusiasm, by mail 
or in person after each seminar.  Generalisation was achieved by asking for possible 
reasons for changing enthusiasm and varying progress (Yin, 1989:38). 
Additionally, generalisation was achieved by asking for possible reasons for the 
changes in a plenary session with the students, where visual diagrams presented the 
development of groups’ level of enthusiasm (compare figure 20 and 21). Furthermore, 
an exception strategy (Yin, 1989:38) was applied to explain contradictions,  as certain 
conditions led to other outcomes. Affirmative behaviour operated in two different 
directions with the groups (encouraging or increasing sceptisism towards the open 
approach). The discussions with the students revealed that more confident groups, 
who had experience with using collaborative approaches, described how they were 
Figure 19: Photos illustrating the spider-diagram assessment process 
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encouraged to seize new opportunities through the seminars. In turn, it became clear 
that, in less confident groups, the focus on seeing positive aspects of challenges was 
often interpreted as naivety, i.e. not acknowledging to reality of innovation in 
organisations.  Figure 19 presents the development of the level of enthusiasm of the 
four groups over time. Figure 20 shows different manifestation of enthusiasm – e.g. 
particularly involving (little) confidence in the last assessment of the program or 
containing a great amount of fun, sharing and open exchanges around the November 
seminars.   
 
- Groupe 1 
- Groupe 2 
- Groupe 3 
- Groupe 4  
Figure 20: Development of the level of enthusiasm over time 
Figure 21: Example slide form plenary presentation 
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To further reduce the influence of own patterns of perception and increase the 
interpretation’s validity, a selection of the ‘enthusiasm’ data (organized and 
compressed form of information, Yin, 1989:11) was discussed in a plenary session 
with PhD students and tutors. The consolidated results then were discussed with one 
other researcher (co-author of the Paper III).  
The study made clear that the designer’s enthusiasm often included insisting on 
positive aspects of emerging challenges in the innovation processes of the student 
groups. A theme that re-emerged again and again in this pattern finding process was 
the  
a) moderating character of the groups’ level of confidence concerning the 
influence of designers’ enthusiasm  
The affirmative approach of designers operated in two different directions: it 
would increase energy with positive, independent groups, seizing even more new 
opportunities. In turn, doubts about the design approach were intensified with groups 
that were less confident about the approach and less positive to begin with. With these 
groups, strong affirmative behaviour was often interpreted as naivety. For the 
opportunity identification process in the early phases of innovation, this effect needs 
to be considered.  
A second theme which emerged was 
b) the designer’s influence on collaboration through demonstrating an 
interactive approach. 
The students, for example, acknowledged the supporting character of the A4 
sketch in the interviews, e.g. to generate different, more professional interactions. 
Also, it was acknowledged that the employment of a 2x2m radar chart laid out in the 
seminar room provoked playful interactivity and collaboration and increased positive 
energy, which could be useful for supporting collaboration in cross-functional teams 
in the early phases of innovation. This is also linked to following non-linear ways, in 
which ideas may advance and can be nurtured. In this respect, the study also pointed 
to personal involvement as significant part of the design approach, which is difficult 
to imitate by non-designers.  
Results of this study are discussed in paper IV.  
 DIFFICULTIES IN DATA COLLECTION 
The data collection proved to be easier than expected in some aspects, while it was 
more difficult in others. Gaining access to the innovation process in past project was 
expected to be difficult. This then proved unproblematic once a clear request had been 
made and the purpose of the study had been stated. Even interviews with users or 
people concerned were often simple to organize. It was expected that the author’s 
background in design (not in innovation management) could be an issue when 
discussing innovation issues with collaboration partners. To avoid discussions about 
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innovation process theory, which on its own has little relevance for this thesis, the 
author tried to use terminology relevant for each partner (e.g. referring to agile 
management when dealing with the start-up and focusing on boundary spanning 
knowledge development when talking to people from cultural institutions working in 
defined departments). In retrospect, it remains unknown whether the design 
background helped make the investigation less problematic because the designer 
would not be associated with a potential competitor. It seemed to raise little suspicion 
when interviewed by designers. The interviewees freely answered the questions and 
shared experiences (also negative ones) and did not oppose the recording of the 
conversations.  
The collection of participatory observations was easy to make, but more difficult 
to keep track of. The author had expected that herself being involved in innovation 
processes as a designer would make observation of designers’ contributions an easy 
task. However, interactions and contributions within the innovation processes and the 
reactions of partners were, for the author of this thesis, often merely part of normal 
design work and thus hard to acknowledge by the designer. Thus, recorded 
observations were often useless in the analysis. Instead, they sometimes remained 
implicit, until the results were discussed with other researchers. In this sense, the 
scientific environments in which this thesis was written, proved to be of helpful, 
because it was different from the author’s own academic institution and professional 
background. The contrasting reactions from fellow PhD researchers and from the first 
advisor of this thesis were therefore often revealing valuable insights into the 
designers’ own work in innovation processes, e.g. different interpretations of events 
that were helpful to identify specific aspects of the designer’s contribution.  
The collection of data during the educational program posed additional problems, 
because it involved two different roles for the author of this thesis: Tutor and 
researcher. Allocating a time and place for interviews was often difficult for the 
researcher, because teaching required full attention. Creating these time slots was 
mostly successful when the author worked with special formats, which could be 
clearly distinguished from the other activities, and which contained a clear delineation 
in terms of the topic of the interaction and the time required. Additionally, the author 
tried to create variety in different interrogation types, while maintaining a coherent 
series of interlinked research activities to maintain the appeal of the research.  
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7. DATA COLLECTION 
In order to answer the overall research question, it also needs to be operationalized in 
terms of events: The researcher needed to define incidents which can be investigated. 
Instead of claiming that every aspect of the overall research question is researched 
and covered by the empirical material from every study, the thesis acknowledges that 
the different papers address separate elements of the research question, which can be 
investigated directly. These elements were both drawn from literature and – in 
correspondence with the inductive, case-based research strategy –emerging from the 
papers. The research question will thus partly be answered by the individual papers, 
and partly by their complete analysis in the thesis (see Figure 22). 
Data collection was mainly realized through interviews, observations, and 
studying different material and through direct interventions in a situation. Both 
interviews and observations were central to the study. The author was directly 
involved in all four studies as active designer or coordinator of an event. Therefore, 
most of the interview contacts were supplied by the designer’s network: some were 
co-researchers who then supplied the author of this thesis with additional informants, 
who were considered central to the collaborations in focus.  
The author’s background in design enabled her to understand the design 
approach, method and tools very well. The interviews could therefore focus on 
learning more about the effects of the designer in innovation processes, the general 
understanding of design activities and about requirements or challenges – more than 
the design tools and methods that were used. The data collected from the informants 
included interviews at one or several points in time. Study A operated with semi-
structured expert interviews for a deeper insight into the respondents’ perspectives 
and interpretations of the topic (Mack et al. 2005). Their status of experts was based 
on experience gained from years of practical and/or academic experience. They are 
people “that are uniquely able to be informative because they are expert in an area” 
(Weiss, 1995:17). Both scholars and practitioners were interviewed to capture 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Research question of 
this thesis 
General conclusion 
of this thesis on the 
overarching research 
question 
Particular question 
addressed in papers  
 
Analysis and cross-analysis 
of the papers 
Figure 22: Mapping of the relationship between the research question and the general conclusions 
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similarities and differences in the concept of design and concept of innovation as well 
as the interrelation between the two in academia and practice.  
Study B-D combined narrative interviews (Schütze, 1977) with problem-centred 
interviews (Witzel, 1985). The interview would start with a narrative part, where the 
interviewee was asked to reconstruct their individual experience during of the 
collaboration. The narrative interview technique provides access to the experiences 
of interviewees in the stories they tell. Also, the person’s frame of reference becomes 
accessible in the focus of the narrative and the repetition of specific aspects (Bryman 
et al, 1988). To encourage that narrative, the following question was asked: 
“Mister/Miss…, I would like to ask you to tell me what you remember from the 
collaboration with the designer in project X. Please start with what you remember 
best and describe everything that you remember of what happened.” The interview 
guide was also gradually improved, adding more specific questions about the 
dimensions of design/innovation interrelation. 
Introduction: 
Me, Purpose of study, use of data, anonymity, recording 
Introductory question, to stimulate narration: 
“Mister/Miss…, I would like to ask you to tell me what you remember from the 
collaboration with the designer in project X. Please start with what you remember 
best and describe everything of what happened.” 
Semi-structured part of the interview: 
E.g. recalling the structure of the collaboration (i.e. type of workshops) to encourage 
a more detailed description of the collaboration. 
Structured questions:  
• Follow-up questions about critical incidents (positive/negative) of the 
collaboration, e.g.: What did it include? What were the consequences? 
What design practice, people, or material were involved? 
• Questions about the characteristics of the organisation or group 
Final questions: 
Do you have any further questions? 
What did I forget to ask? 
Table 17: Sample record of the combined narrative interviews in studies B-D 
To improve the quality of the data collection, structured questions were added 
where possible; e.g. study A contained questions about relevant design awards and 
the intersection of design and innovation as standards. Study B noted the size and 
innovation orientation of the organisations and contained a question about the 
organisations’ innovation strategies (market pull or following new prospects and 
ideas). 
In study D, the author of this thesis worked with visual records: hand-drawn 
interview guidelines served as an invitation for more informal conversation around 
elements of enthusiasm.  
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8. DATA ANALYSIS  
8.1 STRUCTURE OF THE ANALYSIS  
Merriam (1998) and Stake (1995) both acknowledge constructivism informing case 
study research, rather than, for example, the discovery of rough or accurate new 
knowledge. While Yin does not explicitly discuss epistemic commitments, which 
should guide the case study methodology, the social practice perspective is 
compatible with constructivist epistemology related to an analysis of case study 
research as suggested by Yin: knowledge is conceived as socially constructed, e.g. 
emerging from peoples’ social practise. Case-based analysis is interpretative, in that 
it puts an emphasis on the researchers’ intuition, while “consciously and 
unconsciously [testing] the veracity of their eyes and the robustness of their 
interpretations” (Stake:50). Thus, research is seen as interaction between the 
researchers and their subject, which is compatible with the constructivist 
epistemology of this thesis, as knowledge is conceived as socially constructed, i.e. 
emerging from peoples’ social practise.  
A study of the attractiveness of the designers for innovation processes using a 
social practice perspective is bound to use its own elements (action and structure) as 
analytical tools. Action means routine sequences of the operations of designing (e.g. 
sequences of experimenting and reflecting). The focus lies on describing the effect of 
different types of activities in different contexts and combinations. This level 
contributes to the description of effects of what designers do on the emergence of 
different roles and the attractiveness of designers for innovation processes related to 
these roles. Structures include the values and beliefs of designers e.g. about excellence 
or about the adequate use of different types of artefacts (such as prototypes, plans, 
post-its). The focus lies on the interpretation of designers’ activities, related hopes, 
successes, and frustrations.  
8.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSIS IN THE THESIS 
The focus of this thesis lies on the attractiveness of the designer in innovation. The 
topic issue is researched by investigating the design-innovation paradox - here defined 
as involving a combination of an initially positive expectation for the collaboration 
with designers, combined with at least one of the following aspects: the perception of 
uselessness of the collaboration with designer, poor timing, ignorance of expertise, 
limited compatibility, or/and distraction.  
The overall research interest was addressed through three concrete research 
questions on the influence of the designer on the collaboration; on the use of tools and 
methods and on innovation processes. Collaboration contains three particular 
prospects: creativity, knowledge integration and transformation, and design method 
transfer. On the level of design tools and methods, good prospects are associated with 
a new and better combination and a different use of the tools and methods. Finally, 
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innovation processes are expected to profit from designers through their influence on 
the nature of innovation and the nature of innovation processes. Assumption were 
formulated to describe specific expectations between the designer and these areas. 
The strategy of this thesis was to investigate this question on a practical and 
theoretical level and consider both influences on innovation and on innovation 
process. 
The research process resulted in three studies and five papers. Both studies and 
papers were particularly suitable to address the design-innovation paradox, thus 
contributed to answering the research question. For example, the first study included 
initial positive expectations combined with the perception of limited compatibility 
with the organisations innovation process in the comments of interviewee. Similarly, 
the other studies contained one or mostly more than one specific paradoxical aspects. 
The studies served as the empirical basis for the analysis in both this thesis and the 
papers. Each paper investigated one or more assumption, thus contributing to one or 
more research questions. The relationship between the questions or the assumption 
and the papers is not a 1:1 relationship. Instead, it is a 1:2 or one-to-many relationship. 
Several of the paper helped me discuss several of the assumptions. 
A mapping of the papers in relation to the assumptions and respective research 
question is provided in table 18. All articles are included in the appendix. 
Assumption Paper I II III IV V 
 
A1: Designers influence the use of tools 
by creating inspiring spaces for 
exchange. 
 
 P P  P 
A2: The designers’ tendency to exceed 
existing frameworks with new ideas and 
concepts can create competition 
between two opposing approaches. 
 
P P  P  
A3: The designers’ reframing of tools 
and strategies influences the early 
stages of innovation processes in that it 
may challenge existing innovation 
priorities and planning. 
 
 P P P  
A4: Designers influence collaboration by 
bringing in emotional and sensory 
aspects into prioritization and planning. 
 
 between non-designers and designers. 
 
 
 
 
 
   P P 
A5: The designers’ aesthetic 
competences influence search 
strategies in innovation processes in 
that they emphasize open exploration 
and the relative nature of basic 
assumptions. 
 
P  P P P 
A6: The designers’ approach influences 
the emergence of two roles with 
  P  P  
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amateur and expert aesthetic 
competences. 
A7: Seeing designers work with 
resistance as a response and source of 
energy and creativity can influence 
opportunity finding activities in 
innovation processes. 
 
    P 
Table 18: Overview of the relation between assumptions and the papers.  
Checkmarks in the table indicate which assumption is addressed in which paper. 
The study used a structured analysis suggested for the analysis of case base-research. 
Case study designs are characterized by multiple sources of data and methods (Stake, 
1995, Yin, 1989). Consequently, different perspectives were applied, including the 
perspective able to observe social practice. 
The analysis of this thesis consisted of two parts: The first step was analysing 
and discussing the findings of the papers in relation to the research questions and the 
assumptions the paper addressed. The second step included cross-checking the 
findings with the assumption in relation to the overall research aim. The discussion is 
based on the empirical data presented in the papers. The separate discussion of each 
of the paper considered several assumptions and different phases of the innovation 
processes. The analysis identifies influences of the designer on collaboration, the use 
of design tools and methods and on innovation processes. Even though the papers did 
describe only a limited amount of the full material from the studies, the aim of the 
description of the influences was to primarily relate them to the data described in the 
papers (transcribed interviews, images and short video-documentation bits of the 
events). This seemed a useful focus, as the papers are concerned with sub-aspects and 
assumptions included in the of the overall research question. However, the questions 
discussed in the papers differ from the issues described in the analysis of the empirical 
data of this thesis, which are highlighted in the assumptions.  
The thesis consists of a number of papers that address separate aspects of the 
research question and related assumptions. Figure 23 illustrates the relationship 
between the studies and the papers of this thesis. 
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Each paper contributed to this thesis with separate results. Table 19 provides an 
overview of key results from each paper. 
  
 
Study A Study B Study C Study D 
Paper I 
Understanding 
of designers’ 
vs non-
designers of 
the 
Paper II 
Collaboration 
in different 
contexts  
Paper V 
Designers as 
‘jester’ and 
the influence 
on innovation 
processes 
Paper IV 
Designers as 
enthusiasts 
and the 
influence on 
innovation 
Paper III 
Tools-paper: 
Creation of 
open and 
flexible 
contexts 
Empirical 
basis 
Figure 23: Mapping between studies and papers 
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Moti- 
vation Paper Key results reported from each paper 
U
nd
er
st
an
di
ng
 o
f r
el
at
io
ns
hi
p 
Paper I The paper identifies three distinct understandings of design in 
innovation. The principal opposition between two different approaches 
(assumptions 2) is called into question, and reasons for the challenges 
in the collaboration may have to be found outside these two opposing 
world-views, e.g. in concrete experiences and practices. Also, 
heterogeneous groups can include a number of different ideas about 
design, the designer and design methods. 
 
Findings of paper 1 suggest that experts with a cross-field background 
view design particularly in terms of finding an appropriate language to 
translate ideas and concepts to oneself and others. Designers will 
typically not mention this language aspect, which also points towards 
the relevance of design beyond the early stages of innovation 
processes. 
 
In
flu
en
ce
 o
f d
es
ig
ne
rs
 a
s 
fa
ci
lit
at
or
s  
Paper II The paper emphasizes the influence of designers’ activities for the 
emergence of different roles – e.g. by stressing a different pioneering 
spirit, and a hands-on and unconventional approaches. Also, the 
paper shows that this is part of what helps designers create the much-
needed open spaces for reflection.  
Also, the paper shows that designers influence collaboration by 
activities aimed at getting into the position of an innovation consultant. 
This involves immediate understanding of a challenge, ability to 
include everyone irrespective of rank, adequate process steps, and by 
referencing scientific methods and studies.  
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The paper generalizes existing theory on the use of performative tools 
in a new setting, i.e. collaborative workshops. The paper shows that 
these design tools trigger and support a) boundary spanning, b) 
creativity and co-production, and c) collaboration between various 
disciplines involved. As an additional finding, the paper emphasizes 
that d) the interplay between multiple performative tools that is less 
evident for non-designers has important effects in such workshops, 
e.g. lowering inner barriers to a more open approach.  
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Paper IV The paper shows that designers’ enthusiasm operates in two different 
ways. With more experienced groups, it is typically encouraging, while 
less experienced groups develop scepticism from too much emphasis 
on the positive aspects of challenges. In order to prevent scepticism, 
designers use multiple invitations to believe in a more open approach, 
e.g. demonstrating the fun and good results from such interactions 
and creating a positive narrative for the more open approach. 
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 Paper V  The paper shows that designers support self-reflection and change through creating distance with open spaces, and with questioning 
dominant truth with evidence from practice. In order to do that, 
designers need to get into privileged position of freer speech and 
ready access to information – e.g. through good understanding of a 
situation, references to scientific studies, mastering unconventional 
tools and ability to include everyone irrespective of rank. 
 
 
Table 19: Overview of key results from each paper 
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8.3 CONSEQUENCES OF THE CHOSEN METHODOLOGY  
Case-based research implies several challenges: “There are several challenges in 
conducting case research: it is time consuming, it needs skilled interviewers, care is 
needed in drawing generalizable conclusions from a limited set of cases and in 
ensuring rigorous research” (Voss et al., 2002:195). 
Collecting data for case-based research can easily be misunderstood as the 
random accumulation of more or less unrelated data without immediate relevance to 
the scientific approach of the thesis. Data collection must therefore be carefully 
framed: “Case research is not an excuse for “industrial tourism” – visiting lots of 
organisations without any preconceived ideas as to what is being researched” 
(ibid:196). A qualitative approach needs to represent a transparent research process 
so that the reader may be able to judge its individual steps from problem to conclusion 
(Eisenhardt, 1989). By clearly separating the different steps of the analysis in this 
thesis in a case-by-case analysis in the paper analysis and a cross-case analysis and a 
synthesis, this thesis aims to provide the reader with the opportunity to see and judge 
each step. A critical analysis of qualitative research requires the discussion of its 
reliability and its validity (Flick, 2010). Reliability is concerned with demonstrating 
that the operations of a study – such as its data collection procedures – can be repeated 
with the same results (Yin, 1989). The validity of the research concerns the reviewing 
procedures. For explanatory case studies like this one, it includes: 1) construct validity 
2) internal validity, (3) external validity (ibid:27). 
The assessment of the quality of this research project follows Yin’s (1989) 
recommendation to use reliability, construct validity, internal validity, and reliability 
as quality criteria to assess the quality of research. Additionally, the study considered 
the requirements of pragmatic validity, aims at ensuring the practical relevance of the 
study (Worren et al. 2002). 
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Review Caste study procedures Phase of research 
 
Construct 
validity 
Use multiple sources of evidence 
Establish a chain of evidence 
Have key informants review the draft case 
study reports 
 
 
Internal 
validity 
Do pattern matching 
Do explanation building 
Address rival explanations 
Use logic models 
 
Data analysis 
External 
validity 
Use theory in single-case studies 
Use replication in multiple-case studies 
Research design 
 
Pragmatic 
validity 
Give an opportunity to discuss the results and 
address issues relevant for practice 
 
Use narrative and visual styles common in 
practice 
 
Research design 
 
 
Display of data 
Reliability Use case study protocols 
Develop a case study database 
Data collection 
Table 20: Case study procedures for improving the quality of research design (Yin 1989 and 
Worren et al., 2002) 
 RELIABILITY 
Reliability concerns the extent to which a study can be repeated by another researcher 
to obtain the same results (Yin, 1989). Within qualitative research, it is important that 
the reader be able to make his or her own judgement about the different steps leading 
to the results. An important measure to assure reliability is the clear separation 
between the data and the theories used to explain this data.  
Data collection consists primarily of recorded interviews and written documents. 
Field notes, with which the risk of mixing data and interpretation is greater, were only 
used as a secondary data source. It is thus possible to repeat the analysis based on the 
data collected. Although interview protocols exist, the data collection in itself might 
be difficult to repeat. A new interviewer’s understanding of the context and content 
prior to the interviews could differ from the author’s, and the fact that more time has 
elapsed since the collaboration took place could increase the risk that the interviewees 
have forgotten related details. The division of the analysis into paper analysis (leading 
to new propositions) and cross-analysis of these propositions in this thesis enables the 
reader to assess each step of the analysis and to potentially repeat it. 
The research project involved the following data collections: 1) qualitative 
interviews, 2) observation, and 3) the analysis of the data generated during workshop 
activities such as photographs and sketches. Data in categories two and three were 
documented in docx files. Data in category 2) were collected and stored using digital 
audio recording (wav). Audio files were transcribed, and the transcribed interviews 
were analysed manually. The results from the analysis were documented in tables or 
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matrixes showing the interrelation between identified categories. By these means, a 
case study database was developed. 
 VALIDITY 
The question of the validity of the research is determined by reviewing procedures. 
This section discusses 1) construct validity, 2) internal validity, and (3) external 
validity. 
8.3.2.1 CONSTRUCT VALIDITY 
The construct validity refers to the degree to which the researcher’s research tools 
measure what they claim to be measuring. The constructs vary in this study – but the 
strategy for improving their validity was similar in the individual inquiries. The 
strategies to increase validity included using triangulation in the analysis. 
Triangulation, using two or more independent data sources for the same phenomenon, 
is one important move used in the research project to improve construct validity (Jick, 
1979). The triangulation methods used in this thesis included using interview data 
from both non-designers and designers as well as from different contexts, as well as 
different data sources (observation, interviews, and material generated for and during 
workshops). The validity can also be improved by a dialogue with informants 
concerning the results of the study (Yin, 1989). This was assured by discussing some 
of the results with selected respondents (e.g. in case A, B, C).  
The retrospective character of the data’s collection caused some difficulties, as 
there was a distance in time between the phenomenon and the interview – thus 
reducing the authenticity of the reported data. This problem was mitigated by 
thorough preparation before the interviews in order to be able to challenge what was 
said based on previously received information and by using triangulation in the 
analysis.  
8.3.2.2 INTERNAL VALIDITY 
Internal validity concerns the identification of causal relationships – linking how a 
certain condition leads to another condition. Central to establishing such a causal 
relationship is observing the reasons for actions or effects. In the inquiries, the 
descriptions of purposes, motivations, and effects of the collaboration were common 
points of reference for increasing internal validity. Internal validity was also increased 
through cross-case analysis, aimed at excluding alternative explanations (Yin, 1989) 
and looking at the evidence through “multiple lenses” (Eisenhardt, 1989:541). By 
working with another researcher in study A, confidence in its internal validity 
increased through the convergence of the two researchers’ observations in study A 
(Eisenhardt, 1989; Voss, et al. 2002).  
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8.3.2.3 EXTERNAL VALIDITY 
External validity is concerned with the generalizability of results. It deals with the 
question of the domain to which a study’s findings can be generalized. External 
validity was increased through outlining the domain of these studies in the empirical 
section on central concepts, such as collaboration with designers for the benefit of 
gaining access to different capabilities and knowledge, thus enhancing 
competitiveness and accelerating innovation (Kodama, 2015). Generalizability in 
qualitative research is not associated with a large amount of similar evidence; rather, 
it refers to patterns emerging from different types of evidence. While the statistical 
generalizability of this study is low by its very nature (the study involved a total of 
eight collaboration cases with designers), generalizability was enhanced by means of 
a critical discussion of the results with a view to the current literature on the topic. 
Generalizability is also supported by the use of cross-case analysis (Miles and 
Huberman, 1994).  
8.3.2.4 PRAGMATIC VALIDITY 
Pragmatic validity is concerned with the value of the findings being accessible for 
practice and guiding future actions (Worren et al., 2002). While the authors refer to 
the question of validity from a managerial context, the requirement of pragmatic 
validity also applies to the context of studies in design, as it is relevant for practice. It 
includes giving the findings a representational mode, which not only applies to the 
common practices in academia, but also to the narrative and visual representative 
modes preferred by practitioners. Pragmatic validity was enhanced by the use of 
visual illustrations and tables in this thesis, the narratives of the cases in the articles, 
and by the specific issues at stake. The research process, with the individual papers 
preparing for a paper-based thesis, also enhanced the level of pragmatic validity, since 
the author had the opportunity to present and discuss the results of the individual 
papers at conferences, which included practitioners (e.g. including practitioners’ 
tracks) and two seminars at Lucerne University of Applied Sciences. The reaction has 
been positive and supports the belief in a high degree of pragmatic validity. 
CHAPTER III 
PRESENTATION OF THE 
FINDINGS  
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The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the analysis. The chapter 
presents results from each of the paper.  
9. FINDINGS 
This section describes the contributions from each of the papers and shows how the 
papers’ questions build on each other. The sub-chapters explain the choice of studies 
by linking the related question to the research questions and assumptions, making it 
clear how each of them contributes to the overall research topic of this thesis and what 
they provide to the research process. The studies are described in more details in 
Description of the studies (6.2.1). This section describes the focus of each paper in 
relation to the analytical structure of the research process.  
9.1 PAPER I: RELATIONSHIP PAPER - INVESTIGATING 
THE DESIGN-INNOVATION OPPOSITION  
Existing research on the relationship between design and innovation particularly 
emphasizes the opposing values between designers and innovation managers as a 
reason for potential conflicts. However, there are different ideas about what the 
relationship between design and innovation entails. Approaching the overall research 
question about the attractiveness of the collaboration with designers in innovation 
processes involved identifying different ideas about the design-innovation 
relationship. The underlying assumption was that a more fine-grained description of 
that relationship (its similarities and differences) would help identify relevant 
elements of attractiveness which could guide further research.  
An earlier version of paper I was presented at the 2014 International CINet 
conference. An adapted version in under review with The Design Journal. Table 21 
provides an overview of the status of the paper. 
Paper I: What is the role of designers in innovation? 
Recommended for resubmission 
with the same Journal  
The Design Journal 
 Submitted: 27/10/2017 (accepted with revisions) 
Revised version submitted 27/03/2018 
 
Article in proceedings of 15th 
International CINet conference: 
Operating Innovation, Innovating 
Operations. Continuous Innovation 
Network (CINet), 2014 (peer 
reviewed) 
 
Cognitive Maps: Different Perspectives on the 
Interrelation between Design and Innovation 
Minder, B., Laursen L. N., Lassen A.H., In: Petra de 
Weerd-Nederhof & Klaasjan Visscher (Eds.), 666 – 
677. 
 
Table 21: Status of paper I 
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Paper I showed that the understanding of how the two areas (design and 
innovation) relate to each other differs greatly. The paper identifies three different 
ideas about the relationship, which do not match the proposed opposition between 
two different professional backgrounds (design innovation management and mixed 
background). The much-vaunted opposition is replaced by a description of multiple 
perspectives on the relationship: The identification of a mixed professional 
background (including both management and design experience) suggests that 
potentially more combinations (with yet different combined backgrounds and 
respective ideas about designers in innovation) will emerge from further 
investigations.  
Typically, the designer directly associates innovation with design, as design 
without innovation is viewed as mere copy or plagiarism. This differs from innovation 
management experts, who often see design as one step in innovation processes. And 
it differs from cross-field experts, associated with both fields, who link design 
primarily with finding ways to communicate novel ideas. Consequently, these experts 
perceive design as part of every step of the innovation process. The different 
understandings include different concepts of what the focus of the collaboration with 
the designers is about: The designer puts a focus on challenging existing assumptions, 
thus provoking novel, radical ideas, while cross-field experts associate the designer 
with finding an appropriate language to communicate novel ideas to yourself and to 
others. The latter potentially extends the relevance of design to phases beyond the 
early stages of innovation, while the first emphasizes design as innovation and as a 
means of opening up solution spaces, which can be considered relevant for the early 
phases. Finally, innovation management experts typically limit the input of the 
designer to form-giving, i.e. technical specifications and shapes for the idea.  
Different interpretations of the relationship between design and innovation can 
potentially lead to conflicts stemming from such conflicting understandings. Pointing 
to people that have a cross-field background also made it clear that such difficulties 
may evolve among designers with different backgrounds. The particular 
understanding of the designer of the relationship between design and innovation 
played a role in the collaboration. It influences the collaboration between non-
designers and designers, as it contains the idea that the designer focuses on provoking 
new ideas in innovation, rather than on simple form-giving. The study showed that 
the awareness for the different understandings varied and influenced how designers 
managed potential misunderstandings – e.g. were more or professional. 
With the identification of three distinct perspectives concerning the interrelation 
between design and innovation, the paper therefore primarily contributed to the 
overall research question by pointing to the limited explanatory power of a principal 
opposition between design and innovation management, when trying to capture the 
implications of the attractiveness of designers in innovation. This distinction will not 
contribute to our understanding of the attractiveness of collaborating with designers. 
Instead, such explanations are often reduced to statements about ‘including fresh, 
outside views’ as the primary reason for attractiveness, which in turn does not help 
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improve collaboration or understand the emergence of conflicts. Consequently, the 
paper contributes by pointing to the fact that the reason may have to be found outside 
the two opposing world-views, in concrete experiences and in the benefits of concrete 
projects with designers.  The next paper therefore investigated the different 
contributions of designers in different situations. 
9.2 PAPER II: FACILITATION PAPER - INVESTIGATING 
COLLABORATION WITH DESIGNERS IN DIFFERENT 
INNOVATION PROCESS CONTEXTS. 
This study was designed to investigate the core elements of designers’ contributions 
in different innovation processes. The underlying assumption was that the benefits 
from collaboration would be better suited to explain the attractiveness of including 
designers in innovation processes than trying to explain the attractiveness by referring 
to opposing values between designer and managers. Comparing different 
collaboration types (bigger or smaller / more or less heterogeneous actors) with 
different types of organisations (clinical, cultural, IT) the paper intended to identify 
the relationships between designers’ activities and assessment of collaboration. it 
revealed the provision of explorative spaces and a positive open atmosphere as the 
concrete benefits of working with designers.  
A conference paper was presented at two conferences with a focus on cross-
sectorial and cross-organisational innovation. Then it was adapted and submitted to 
the Design Journal, where it is now accepted for publication in the December issue of 
The Design Journal. Table 22 provides an overview of the status of the paper.  
Paper II: The designer as facilitator of multidisciplinary innovation 
projects 
Accepted for publication The Design Journal 
 Volume 21, issue 06 
Expected publication: December 2018 
 
Article in proceedings of 13th 
International Science-to-Business 
Marketing Conference on Cross 
Organizational Value Creation, 
2014 (peer-reviewed) 
 
Designer and Cross-Organisational Innovation: A 
Provisional Structuralisation.  
Minder, B. &  A. H. Lassen, Fachhochschule Münster, 
2014. P. 356-375. 
Table 22: Status of paper II 
A participant from the study B compared the experience of working with the 
designer with accessing fresh perspectives from people foreign to the field, thus 
generating more disrupting ideas: “You are in a sort of tunnel: A tunnel vision, where 
you know that something else is outside the tunnel, but you are not able to see it. And 
people that know very little of it don't have this tunnel vision” (study B, interviewee 
13). Similarly, it became clear that the inclusion of designers was associated with 
unlocking challenging situation and bring long wished-for changes, as one participant 
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explained: “I just hoped that this would lead to something that is better than what we 
have now in the double rooms” (study B, interviewee 11). Paper II highlighted this 
aspect of bringing in a fresh view as part of facilitation through designers. 
In paper II, it also became clear that non-designer appreciated the fact that the 
inclusion of everyone into the discussion lowered the substantial resistance towards 
the project. A participant in study B stated: “She was able to include everyone in the 
discussion and in the project – irrespective of position - patients, medical specialists, 
nursing or cleaning staff. And I think it was this approach which led to the project not 
encountering any substantial resistance” (Study B, interviewee 9). Data from study 
B also showed that the designer consciously referred to scientific studies to support 
particular aspects of novel ideas with experts, e.g. the calming effect of the wood used 
in the novel product for the clinic. Similarly, the designers noted that evidence 
operated as support for ideas: “I took images from the evaluation. There you would 
be able to see the evaluation [from the participants]: «Great!» or «Does not work.» 
[…] «Great idea! «Less great. » […]. And then, physicians do like empirical studies 
–[it’s good] when you can evidence something like that” (Case A, interviewee 8). 
Furthermore, data from paper II showed that the designer used multiple ways to 
generate excitement for novel ideas. A participant from this study emphasized the 
attractiveness of the presented material and it ability to communicate its meaning. 
Additional excitement was generated through the involvement of people concerned: 
A patient who had been involved in co-design sessions stated: “I really thought, it 
was brilliant. […] Really, that we finally had a say, was great” (Case A, interviewee 
11). Furthermore, Paper II showed that designers used complementary inputs to 
provide the sense of orientation required to start innovating. They for example 
brought together people with different perspectives on a challenge. A participant 
explained how this operated as a mirror of their own understandings and opinions and 
strengthened awareness for people’s individual positions as a basis for their priorities 
and decisions. Additionally, this study showed how the designer combined best-
practice examples to provide contrasting examples to enable such positioning: “The 
case examples showed me a way to deal with social media, with which I was able to 
adapt my own approach (study B, interviewee 6). Finally, data from paper II also 
showed that the compilation of different examples from practice brought in by the 
designer inspired innovation activities: I was just personally convinced that it was 
time to tackle it. But this conviction, it really only grew through the workshops (study 
B, interviewee 6).  
The paper contributed to overall research by further emphasizing the potential of 
the practice focus: The paper illustrates how key activities of designers influence the 
use of tools and methods, e.g. suggesting more creative use. The study showed that 
facilitation by designers created 1) a promising revitalizing process and 2) focused on 
responsible inclusion, which allows developing, and 3) a pioneering and adventurous 
atmosphere – I call it the practice of creating open spaces for exchange. Data from 
paper II showed that creating open spaces particularly included creating a distance 
from the everyday tasks and routines. As one of the informants put it: It means to 
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“move away from the this-is-how-it-always-was-approach. And similarly, to move 
away from the “I-know-everything-better-than-anyone-else attitude” – as one of the 
respondents tellingly described it (paper II, Interviewee 3). Also, it included creating 
room for reflections: “I think this was an essential point: […] that it created free 
space for reflection, which does not have its place in daily routine […]” (ibid). 
Furthermore, data from paper III made it clear that designers created flexible, open 
spaces by using unconventional furniture, such as cardboard boxes, to serve as spatial 
partitions. Also, flexibility was underlined through the participants having to take the 
chairs to the conference space in study C (paper III). The creation of an open 
conference space also involved including new types of tables, mobile countertops, 
phone-booth-like work stations, and leisure zones representing a wide choice of new 
trends in office design – thus underlining an unconventional and flexible setting. 
Additionally, paper III showed that the designer paid attention to inviting other 
practitioners to inspire an open and safe atmosphere where people meet and exchange. 
The designer included the collaborative focus in the announcement in order to attract 
people who are interested in broadening their horizons. This focus on a different 
approach was particularly appealing for a broad mix of people interested in 
broadening their horizons – which in turn helped create open spaces for reflection. 
Also, the mix of people seemed to matter for an open atmosphere. A participant from 
case B (paper II) stated: “The mix of different perspectives was fascinating – to get 
involved and accept the diversity, I think was positive” (study B, interviewee 9).  
Similarly, data from paper III showed that the designer influenced the use of tools 
by introducing a variety of different tools to address the business challenges the group 
worked on. The various perspectives which were generated complemented each other 
and undermined the claim to truth of any one perspective, thus leading to more 
acceptance of different views and to new insights into the business challenge. Finally, 
data from paper III showed that the designer put an emphasis on a hands-on approach. 
A participant stated that one would constantly have the feeling that people were doing 
and building something. Iterative cycles of building visual or 3D prototypes 
characterized many of the workshops and emphasized the laboratory character of the 
event, where one sees what people are doing. The use of performative tools, which 
can display data to an audience, supported this: Sticky notes, flip charts full of 
drawings, and 3D objects virtually changed the work space during the event, e.g. by 
making everything more colourful after a while. 
Creating such an atmosphere included creating excitement and less resistance 
towards novel ideas, including everyone irrespective of position and taking their 
inputs as starting points for new propositions. Additionally, it included generating 
support for novel ideas through the inclusion of people by offering attractive 
propositions and inspiring input. Responsible inclusion included providing control 
over the process in a step-by-step process and ensuring equal contributions. It was 
about giving people a say and making them heard – but also staying open for feedback 
and criticism. These practices (creating a promising atmosphere, generating support 
for novel ideas, and providing a responsible process) are open to adaptation. More or 
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less, inclusion, revitalization, and trust processes are created, depending, for example, 
on (positive) feedback. 
It also became clear that ‘creating open spaces for exchange’ involved three 
potentially conflicting practice elements: a) employing the same methods for different 
purposes b) a positive approach and c) subsequent consideration of new perspectives. 
In the context of innovation, the method of including users for example is often related 
to identifying user needs, rather than including the creation of a trustworthy, open 
process. Also, an atmosphere is pioneering only in relation to participants’ 
experiences. The contexts and work process of non-designers need to be studied and 
considered. These practices are open for misinterpretation. Also, the positive, 
affirmative approach of designers, e.g. welcoming novel ideas and insisting on the 
potential of challenges as opportunities, influenced collaboration between non-
designers and designers: It was sometimes interpreted as ignorance (of risks or 
existing expertise in the field) and led to resistance, instead of participation. Similarly, 
including new perspectives was perceived as an opportunity to involve the people 
concerned and avoid resistance, but also as a type of ignorance, as it ignores earlier 
efforts and existing expertise of partners in the field and instead operates with 
preconceived ideas that deepened the gap between designers and non-designers. 
Furthermore, fostering an open approach through interactive co-design activities was 
sometimes perceived as an end in itself, demonstrating the designer’s creativity, 
instead of supporting the innovation process and thus leading to frustrating 
collaboration experiences. Finally, creating free spaces for reflection, where 
participants of a workshop are encouraged to dive into a new world, emerged as an 
important practice of designer in innovation. Empirical material of this thesis made 
clear that it included providing unconventional inputs; a workshop approach, where 
one sees what people do; and unconventional space arrangements, which would 
encourage a different use of design tools and methods. Furthermore, initial aspects of 
what can be called the practice of inspiring action and new behaviour emerged from 
this study. The ‘just-do it’ approach was emphasized as inspiring to approach new 
topic area. Thus, the collaboration involved demonstrating how other start to take 
actions and thus wash away fears and build confidence to react differently and to ask 
different questions – e.g. from showing many case examples. Finally, it also included 
encouraging networking through inspiring guest visits and lectures. 
Further research was needed to investigate the effect of these principal practice 
elements of the designers in innovation: Paper III investigated the effect of designers 
on the use of tools and methods. Paper IV and V investigated the effects on 
collaboration of the designers’ optimism and reframing approach. 
 ADAPTED COLLABORATION PROCESS MODEL 
After analysing the first case studies (paper II), the main phases of the designers’ 
practice in innovation processes became apparent, which puts the preliminary division 
of collaboration in a ‘preparation’ (pre-phase), ‘implementation’ (with creative 
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interaction and reflection), and a post-collaboration, which shapes clients’ perception 
of the outcome, phase into perspective. This principal division between acquisition, 
principle work phase, and end does not completely match the situation with which we 
are dealing in the collaboration with external designers, because a conventional 
acquisition process (where consultants are competing) is missing. Also, collaboration 
with designers often develops from a more or less explicit briefing, which describes 
the content (i.e. the goal, nature of activities and timeframe) of the collaboration. 
According to interviewees, the goals are often left open, because the collaboration is 
also associated with ‘being surprised’ or ‘creating spaces for new thoughts’, which by 
nature does not allow a more refined description of concrete goals (e.g. a set number 
of new thoughts). Furthermore, due to the nature of the project (iteratively evolving) 
and project results (often leading to surprising results), the collaboration process 
includes repeated forms of analysis and evaluation. Thus, the coordination of 
expectations is an integrated project element. A formal evaluation process after the 
completion of the collaboration is often missing or limited to a short conversation.   
A more fine-grained matrix containing more process phases was adapted after 
analysing the case studies.  It can be summarized under the headings of 1) introduction, 
2) creative interaction (collective creativity), 3) analysis, 4) completion, and 5) 
communication/coordination. Additionally, this process is usually preceded by a 
loosely structured conceptualization phase (brief) of the collaboration.  
The ‘brief and ‘completion’ phases focus on establishing and ending the 
collaboration, while the ‘introduction’ and ‘interaction’ phase can be considered the 
actual realisation of the collaboration (realisation phase). The practice of designers in 
the early phase are particularly directed at defining the role of designers, while the 
implementation phase (with introduction and interaction) further develops and 
explores this relationship. 
The first phase is the briefing phase. Collaboration with designers in innovation 
processes usually require a description of common goals or aims of the collaboration. 
Communication/coordination 
Brief Introduction Creative Interaction 
Analysis/ 
Adaptation Completion 
Figure 24: Overview of the five key phases of collaboration with designers – adding 
overarching communication/coordination activities 
Key frictions 
and success 
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Such briefs can have more or less explicit formats and emerge from different forms 
of processes. According to our observations, all collaborations with designers shared 
the expectation that designers can bring in a fresh perspective. The definition of goals 
may remain rather generic (e.g. to use creative approaches to explore given questions). 
This questioning of the existing order through fresh perspectives must first be 
authorized. As a consequence, the focus of the briefing phase lies on gaining that 
authorization. Depending on the project type of contact, i.e. direct or indirect 
(different people are involved), there were clear differences in the strategies used to 
get into the position of freer speech. The designer needed to get into the position of 
being allowed to challenge prevailing laws and demonstrate the need for change. 
Acquiring such authorisation included demonstrating competence on different levels 
– e.g. creativity, state of the art solution and scientific studies, professional. 
Additionally, it included an immediate understanding of the given situation and the 
ability to include everyone, irrespective of rank. The study made clear that the 
designer needed to get his foot in the door through a performance which convinced 
non-designers and served as legitimation to expand the designer’s competence, free 
speech, and ready access to information and informants (i.e. in the organisation). In 
the context, I observed, displaying design expertise (e.g. through the use of 
experimental design games) was not sufficient to serve as legitimation to question 
existing innovation priorities, i.e. evidence from user insights. Rather, celebration of 
particular methods and acquired knowledge may further scepticism and doubts. In 
terms of structures, the practices of getting into a privileged position implicitly 
includes a belief in different, complementary competences between designers and 
non-designers: establishing a working relationship, where the designer is the much-
needed corrective, which includes a belief in two different roles – consultant and 
client.  
In a direct approach (where one designer is directly involved in defining the 
project framework with non-designers), a key strategy for acquiring the necessary 
authorization was personal visits by the designer. The designer introduced ways of 
approaching a problem or challenge, and the clients could not only see the designer’s 
unconventional ideas, but also see that he understood the problem at hand. This 
performance was particularly successful for gaining authorization.  The main 
characteristic of direct involvement was that the brief phase was lacking a clear idea 
of a goal. Rather, this goal had to be generated in intensive interactions with the client 
(e.g. personal visits). Designers had to recognize from the start that typical goals 
would not be transferable to this situation, but would instead have to be developed 
from individual exchanges. As the designer in one of the projects put it: “I also visited 
them. And the head of the clinic would accompany me on a tour through the wards - 
and he closely observed. […] And then the patient showed the details of it to me, how 
she would build it. And he kept observing everything, how I interacted with her […]” 
(case 3, interviewee 8). Conversely, the client would need to develop confidence in 
the designer grasping the problem: “For me this [the visit on the ward] was really a 
key experience, where I thought, she does not only have good ideas and knows what 
she is talking about, but she also seems to know what this is all about here. She 
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understands the patient. She already had the foot in the door with the patient at that 
moment” (study B, interviewee 9). Also, it became clear that the inability to capture 
a situation in turn led to frustration and distrust. Non-designers criticized, for example, 
a lack of empathy: “[…] they did not see themselves [as users] in there” (study B, 
interviewee 12).  
In contrast, it was more difficult to use such supportive performance, when it 
came to an indirect approach: Instead, the multi-agent situations do not allow this 
opportunity of experiencing the understanding of one particular designer. In an 
indirect approach, the partner relied completely on framework descriptions, and the 
designers’ preliminary clarifications were based on brief exchanges (e.g. via phone or 
mail). As one expert put it: “They proposed an attractive [project] concept, which 
was quite impressive, because it meant working to take theory and practice together 
and to jointly develop something” (study B, interviewee 5). They fully accepted that 
the designer would shape the collaboration type and that their role was to profit from 
an attractive concept: “We are consumers of creativity. We thought, we would go and 
have a try and see what comes out of it (study B, interviewee 13). However, to ensure 
the impact of their concepts, designers need to be able feel the pulse of fields which 
are foreign to them. As one of the clients stated: “It was just the right offer at the right 
time. It was a moment where we had realized that the increasing importance of the 
topic. […] But where it was still not clear, what it is, how this comes about” (case 1: 
Interviewee 5). 
The first phase of the actual collaboration is the introduction. An introduction in 
the collaboration with designers can consist of (but is not limited to) a social element 
(i.e. coffee and cookies) an introduction of the participants, an overview of the 
program (activities and timetable) and presentation of project goals. Usually, it also 
includes the declaration of specific rules (i.e. affirmative style of discussions) and/or 
‘opening credits’, which means introducing the participants and communicating the 
nature of the activity or event. This phase does not contain typical designer practices. 
Instead, it could be compared to the introduction to any regular workshop or meeting. 
The introduction phase is followed by further realisation of the collaboration. Its 
main elements are what this thesis calls ‘creative interactions’. This contains the 
application of creativity methods (e.g. brainstorming, rough prototyping etc.) and the 
development of visual artefacts. The generation and transformation of such 
representations is closely connected with the development and transformation of the 
understanding of the challenge. During creative interaction phase, it was important to 
balance providing new, inspiring tools and proposition with the risk to appear hollow. 
A narrow focus of the designer on methods and tools for examples lowered the 
perceived competence of the designer, e.g. having preconceived ideas about how 
things had to be. These were difficult moment in the collaboration between designers 
and non-designers (paper II). The study also made clear that maintaining a privileged 
position where one can bring in fresh perspectives involved referring to scientific 
studies and avant-garde best practice examples to demonstrate awareness of up-to-
date development. Additionally, addressing pressing questions continued to be 
 
 
 
104 
104 
important throughout the creative interaction phase and supported the acceptance of 
the designer as a competent consultant in innovation processes who is in touch with 
current challenges. Finally, maintaining this position involved using different types 
of unconventional methods to collect data, which evidence the validity of the eventual 
results (e.g. including measurements of light or noise by including LUX or decibel 
meters), and it included the ability of the designer to include people independent of 
rank (paper II).  
The analysis phase of the collaboration consists of an evaluation of the 
transformed artefacts and knowledge and of deciding on mutually agreed process 
steps. The creative interaction and analysis phase are typically closely interrelated. 
Finally, the completion phase intends to close the collaboration. This implies 
gathering evaluating and discussing the results. Typically, this is not a formalized 
process step.  
9.3 PAPER III: TOOLS PAPER - INVESTIGATING THE USE 
OF TOOLS BY DESIGNERS 
This study was designed to investigate the effect of designers on the use of design 
methods and tools during collaboration with non-designers. The event was chosen 
because it allowed a comparison of similar contributions from designers in different 
collaboration settings. 
The article from this study was presented at the International CINet Conference, 
2015 and has recently been submitted to the Design Research Journal. Table 23 gives 
an overview of the status of the paper. 
Paper III: The effects of performative tools on innovation processes 
Under review  Design Research Journal  
 Submitted: 27/05/2018 
 
Paper presented at 16th 
International CINet Conference 
on Pursuing Innovation 
Leadership, Stockholm, Sweden 
(peer reviewed), 2015 
 
International CINet Conference 
Performative Tools and Collaborative Learning: 
Characteristics, Effects and Requirements 
 
Table 23: Status of the paper III 
Many design tools are interactive and serve presentation purposes. They can be 
considered performative tools, as they display information and require an audience. 
These tools operate between people in that they show or demonstrate something to a 
wider group of people. Typically, performative tools used in innovation workshops 
include images, visual storytelling, 3D objects such as mock-ups and prototypes, and 
role-playing. They display data for an audience, and demonstrate and explain 
interrelations, externalize, illustrate, and interpret existing resources, and create a 
dialogue (e.g. Brown and Katz, 2009; Atasoy et al., 2013). However, we know little 
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about the effect of these tools on interdisciplinary workshops, apart from a general 
acknowledgement of their effect on boundary spanning and the creativity of 
participants – e.g. how tools affect participants and the mutual effects among the tools. 
the study showed that designers created surprises through new, unconventional tools 
and new ways of using tools.  
Paper III revealed that that novelty of tools used during the workshops, i.e. 
novelty for the participants, mattered. That is, the opportunity to experience 
something new was usually appreciated and remembered: “I learned about new 
possibilities. For example, with the [cardboard] crafting approach, or with the walls 
that we plastered with removable notes – this particularly stayed with me – probably 
because it is something different from what one usually does” (study C: interviewee 
5). Similarly, another participant explained: “For me, the bricolage exercise was 
clearly an example of a very different approach, where in the beginning I would think 
‘oops’! What am I going to do with this [cardboard] now? And finally, to see what 
emerges from this type of exercise, is really what I though a cool experience” (study 
C: interviewee 9). Also, different ways of using tools influenced the use of design 
tools and methods by non-designers. An example was to have the participants ‘change 
seats’; letting others explain a proposition, for example with a drawing or an artefact. 
The participants appreciated these changes in methods, as they brought surprising 
results.   
Furthermore, data showed that the combination of PowerPoint presentations with 
more experimental tools operated as a catalyst for considering different perspectives, 
as it lowered inner barriers. The surprising, unconventional character of the 
performances captivated the audience, and the shared experience gave everyone 
something to talk about during the coffee break. When the workshops started, the 
participants were ready to share their thoughts and discuss different perspectives on 
the challenge across disciplinary boundaries. Examples of such unconventional tools 
included the performance of a song or the use of audience animation. The audience 
needed to get up and perform movements counteracting those shown by the keynote 
speaker; for example, when the speaker nodded, the audience were supposed to shake 
their heads. Several interviewees explained that it took them a few minutes to 
withstand the reflex to imitate the gesture the speaker performed – and make the 
opposite motions instead. Everyone struggled, felt awkward, and needed some time 
to get used to the principle in order to get the movements right. This led to a shared 
experience, which in turn enabled more and richer communication, among the 
heterogeneous participants during the coffee break. Similarly, fun and intruding 
journeys were emphasized as an element, which acted as invitation to try something 
new (paper II). As one of the participants from the study described: “I think it was an 
adventure. One where you start and have no clue. You dive into a different world. […] 
Of course [part of it being an adventure was, that] it had the side, where it would 
often not be clear were the journey would end – that is, what we can make from it 
(Study B, interviewee 3). Conversely, it appeared that the designer also introduced 
unconventional activities which had the potential scare people away (paper III). The 
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shared experiences of combining PowerPoint presentations with a song or with 
audience animation in the conference event not only led to more openness, but also 
included the risk of scaring people and inhibiting (further) participation. As one of the 
facilitators noted: “[If] we had heard the cheers or the laughter [from the workshops], 
we might have asked yourselves: What are they doing in there? And will we do the 
same afterwards? And then you might have considered not participating” (study C, 
interviewee 14). Also, designers’ responsibility for the creation of such free spaces 
reinforced the gap competences of designers and non-designers.  
The paper suggests that the creation of flexible contexts contributed to a different 
use of the tools. As one participant explained: The whole thing [I liked]! It was just 
like – great. It was mind twisting” (case 4, Interviewee 8). The quote serves to 
illustrate what this thesis calls the ‘temporary suspension of prevailing laws’. The 
term was coined to describe designers’ practice of generating free thinking spaces: It 
includes the ‘lowering of inner barriers’ through extraordinary and impressive input 
or performances, just as one of the participants explained. Furthermore, it includes 
the ‘letting go’ of preconceived ideas about innovation and innovation process 
approaches and generating the openness required to create free spaces for reflection 
and learning. This also illustrates how enhancing boundary spanning activities and 
creating open, flexible contexts can, in fact, be part of creating positive collaboration 
experiences. The contents of the exchange might therefore sometimes be secondary 
to this. By way of explanation, boundary spanning emerges as an activity that 
sometimes serves collaboration in general, rather than specific knowledge exchange 
in particular. Additionally, it became clear that some tools affected each other, for 
example in that they served to gradually introduce participation. An individual 
brainstorming session, where everyone puts ideas down on notes, can therefore also 
serve to develop a cooperative atmosphere, where everyone can contribute, rather 
than generating only novel ideas. Additionally, the practice involves the inclusion of 
people concerned as a means to help level hierarchies and mirror perspectives. This 
is different from making people heard or creating new solutions with existing 
resources (e.g. Ehn, 1988, Manzini, 2015), because it emphasizes involvement as part 
of creating a particular atmosphere for a particular setting. The practice of building 
flexible contexts therefore also includes combining different tools and enabling 
inclusion. Both elements can be a source of confusion, as they are typically associated 
with concrete goals, such as the generation of ideas or identification of user needs. 
Furthermore, the paper contributed by discussing the consequences of the 
practice of ‘temporary suspension of prevailing laws’: Designers are often linked to 
a virtually absolute monopoly on creating free spaces. Conversely, disappointing 
results or failures occurring in relation to the use of performative tools will usually be 
attributed to the designer. Consequently, the designers’ use of performative tools may 
generate the required openness for boundary spanning, creativity, and co-creation, but 
simultaneously reinforce the gap between values of designers and non-designers.  
 
 
 
107 
107 
9.4 PAPER IV: ENTHUSIASM PAPER – INFLUENCE OF 
THE DESIGNERS’ OPEN AND POSITIVE APPROACH, 
HERE REFERRED TO AS ‘DESIGNERS AS 
ENTHUSIASTS’ 
Paper IV addresses designers’ enthusiasm: it investigates how the designers’ 
enthusiasm affects innovation processes in different groups. Enthusiasm is here 
related to the positive, entrepreneurial, and optimistic mind-set of the design approach, 
which emerged as a key element of the collaboration with designers in paper II: the 
partners would, for example, emphasize designers’ compelling dedication, excitement, 
and personal involvement in projects. This is what essentially is described as 
enthusiasm in other lines of research (e.g. Patrick et al., 2000; Tucker, 1972). In other 
words, the study aimed at further characterizing the extra ingredient(s), influencing 
the collaboration with designers (e.g. frustrations stemming from optimistically 
praising challenges as opportunities or praising seemingly useless discoveries).  
This article was based on empirical material from an educational program lasting 
from August 2015 to February 2016. The program was chosen because it provided 
the opportunity to follow the effect of the designers’ enthusiasm in a selection of 
different and parallel innovation processes from beginning to end. A heterogeneous 
mix of organisations was chosen by the researcher when selecting the practice 
partners from the educational program to which the researcher had good access.  
An earlier version of the paper was presented at a Workshop at the University of 
Gothenburg. It is under review with the Journal of Integrated Design & Process 
Science. Table 24 provides an overview of the status of the paper.    
Paper IV: The designer as enthusiast. Assessing design practice in 
innovation contexts through the lens of the enthusiasm model 
Under review Journal of Integrated Design & Process Science 
 Submitted: 20/05/2018  
 
Paper presented at the 
Workshop for Co-evolution of 
Entrepreneurship and Artistic 
Innovation 
University of Gothenburg, Institute of Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship - School of Business, Economics and Law, 
30 March 2016 
Table 24: Status of paper IV 
The article demonstrates two principal effects of the designer as enthusiasts for 
personal involvement in innovation processes:  
a) Influencing the attitude towards the open approach (e.g. increased acceptance and 
belief or increased resistance towards the approach)  
b) Influencing the relationship between the designers and non-designers (e.g. 
more/less trust and criticism) 
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The contribution to the overall research question consists in the distinction 
between easily transferable elements of the design approach (inspiration, fun, 
outgoing mind-set) and ‘personal involvement’ as an element, which is less evidently 
transferred in innovation processes. From reflecting on the influence of the designers 
as enthusiast, one practice became apparent, which I call the ‘multiple invitations to 
believe in a more open approach’. This practice specifically includes creating positive 
experiences and positive narratives around the open approach in order to avoid 
resistance to the human-centred approach. Additionally, showing personal interest in 
the challenges of an innovation situation further strengthens the creation of positive 
experiences with a more open approach, e.g. strengthening commitment of the 
members of an innovation group by contributing individual experiences around the 
innovation challenge at hand. Implicitly, these practices are based on a strong belief 
in the power of the design approach, e.g. being able to improve situations through 
iterative cycles of going from reflection to action.    
Paper IV made it clear that the designer demonstrated how an interactive game, 
were group members needed to coordinate people on a spider diagram and get 
everyone to stick the tape to the floor, playfully generated collaboration between 
members of a group, while also increasing focus and energy. Setting an example 
decreased the initial tension resulting from having to participate in an unconventional 
activity. Before using the game, the designer would demonstrate the rule by acting 
them out, e.g. by positioning himself on one of the marks of the spider graph. 
Introducing new types of interactive tools generated new acceptance for interactivity 
as a way to increase group energy; the groups would consider playing a game when 
energy levels decreased. Similarly, paper IV showed that designer set an example of 
how to communicate ideas with rough prototypes. He used a hand-drawn model to 
introduce the concept of enthusiasm in one of the workshops with the students. During 
the discussion, it became clear that the concept had been well understood and students 
had acknowledged the simple way of displaying the concept, e.g. by referring to 
different elements of the drawing.  
Additionally, the study showed that designers used fun tasks to initiate 
interactivity between participants. Many people felt encouraged to participate through 
these easy and fun tasks. More demanding tasks followed after the participants had 
been introduced to the principle of interactive collaboration, thus creating positive 
collaboration experiences. Paper III also showed that the visibility of the process 
supported collaboration, as one could see contributions and realize that ‘people were 
the same’, e.g. because they saw how other people went about their first comment or 
suggestion. Finally, designers supported collaboration by creating a focused 
atmosphere. Paper III (study C) showed that the enjoyable bricolage nature of the 
workshop sessions in the innovation conference, which led to a strong laboratory 
atmosphere where people could meet and collaborate, also contained a risk of 
appearing hollow and insignificant in the eyes of participants. Some participants 
remembered not seeing the benefits of a particular exercise, as it lacked 
methodological reflection. The open way of embracing collaborative methods, with 
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goals that may not be recognizable at first sight, included the risk of pushing the 
participants’ tolerance to the limits and leading to frustration. Balancing fun with 
earnest reflection was therefore required. Similarly, paper III also showed that tools 
which only serve to initiate activity can be perceived as meaningless: “This [audience 
animation] wasn’t concerned with content. It wasn’t about me contributing on content 
level. It was purely about stimulation activity, to make people get up” (study C: 
interviewee 14). 
From the study it therefore became clear that the practice of suspending 
prevailing laws involved inspiring action and new, more open and flexible behaviour. 
This also included what I call ‘provision of substitute identification’. It involves, for 
example, showing a personal interest in business challenges and demonstrating 
positive commitment. It also involved the enthusiasm. Designers would for example 
emphasize challenges as opportunities and e.g. the belief in finding a useful solution. 
The study made clear that this enthusiasm of designers also influenced the relationship 
between designers and non-designers. Depending on the groups’ experience and 
independent acting, identification with the challenge and the affirmative approach of 
the designer increased trust in the relationship or produced criticism and mistrust. The 
practice of providing a substitute foil for identification, for example, would lead to 
empowering the group to take even more innovative actions themselves, or paralyzing 
the group. The affirmative behaviour of the designer served as confirmation of their 
behaviour as strong, confident groups. However, it was often interpreted as naivety 
or as an excuse for careless preparation by the tutors of less confident groups. Both 
practices may be adapted by designer – e.g. highlighted less in order for the approach 
to not appear naïve or irrelevant for innovation. 
9.5 PAPER V: JESTER PAPER - EFFECT OF DESIGNERS’ 
REFRAMING APPROACH ON THE COLLABORATION – 
HERE REFERRED TO AS THE DESIGNER AS JESTER 
The collaboration with the designer provides an opportunity to deal with the challenge 
of having to adopt more flexible and self-reflective ways of innovating (e.g. Burns et 
al., 2006), as designers are trained to think in new terms and along divergent lines, 
thus challenging assumptions and aiming at going beyond the obvious (e.g. Buchanan, 
1992; Junginger, 2008) 
The paper has been published with the following Journal: She Ji: The Journal of 
Design, Economics, and Innovation on June 21st 2018. 
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Paper V: The Designer as Jester: Design Practice in Innovation 
Contexts through the Lens of the Jester Model 
published She Ji: The Journal of Design, Economics, and 
Innovation 
 Volume 4, Issue 2, Summer 2018  
Date of publication, 21 June 2018 
 
Table 25: Status of paper V 
The use of the jester blueprint was based on the results from an earlier paper 
(paper II), where the emphasis on subsequent reconsideration was identified as 
potentially conflicting practice, as it was interpreted as ignorance about risks or 
existing expertise in the field. Similarities between the designers’ focus on reframing 
situations (Junginger, 2008) and the focus of the court jesters on providing 
unpalatable truth (Southworth, 2011), suggested beneficial results from analysing 
designers through the jester’s template. In other words, jesters (and designers) can be 
associated with eye-openers, with displaying a different truth, which fosters 
reconsideration of basic assumptions. The paper demonstrates how the designer 
generates self-reflection and change through creating open spaces, where 
conventional laws are temporary suspended, and through making change appear 
inevitable, e.g. through illustrating the need for change through insights from practice. 
The paper identified additional elements of the practice of ‘temporary suspending 
prevailing laws’. The empirical material showed that proposing convincing best 
practice cases, which operated as an invitation to consider new inputs and new 
perspectives and were able to reduce scepticism towards new ways of approaching a 
problem or adopting technology or equipment foreign to the organisation. The paper 
illustrates how the human-centred approach and personal involvement of the designer 
can also be part of suspending prevailing laws and encouraging revision and changed 
behaviour, e.g. in that the individual aspects of situations are revealed. It can serve as 
a means to emphasize the need for a change with personal experiences. In other words, 
designers as jesters reflect reality – and do not primarily advocate marginalized views 
and equalize power relations. The practice of illustrating the need for change also 
included orchestrating user insights with other supportive activities – such as using 
measurement tools, and material, intended to display the need for and attractiveness 
of a potentially changed reality. In terms of structures, the practice of generating self-
reflection includes the belief in contextual, relative meaning, which changes 
according to individual cognitive and position. Additionally, subjective, individual 
judgement is highly valued. Finally, and linked to the subjectivity of judgement, the 
practice includes the belief in carefully developing strong arguments to underline the 
relevance of one particular perspectives.  
Finally, the study drew attention to the practice of ‘getting into a privileged 
position of freer speech and ready access’, as I call it. The case study showed that 
getting authorisation to challenge assumption was important for how designers 
operated in innovation processes. For that designers needed to be perceived as 
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competent in order to play a significant role in the collaboration with non-designers. 
An informal briefing phase emerged as important phase where designers needed to 
demonstrate their competence, which later needed to be confirmed during creative 
interaction phase. Apart from the design approach, new elements for the emergence 
of different roles in the collaboration between non-designers and designers were thus 
identified. 
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9.6 OVERVIEW KEY-PRACTICES 
A cross-comparison of the results from papers 1 to 5 concerning structures and 
actions revealed five key practices of designers. Figure 25 demonstrates how most of 
them are only conditionally perceived as attractive.  
1) Creating open spaces for exchange
2) Temporary suspension of prevailing laws
3) Multiple invitation to believe in a more open approach
5) Inspiring action and new behaviour
6) Getting into a privileged position of freer speech
Figure 25: Populated research model 
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As all practices, except one, involve sources of challenges and 
misunderstandings, they are only ‘conditionally’ perceived as positive. Thus, they are 
placed half outside of the box listing the attractiveness elements. ‘Creating open 
spaces for exchange’ involved only minor challenges and was therefore considered 
unproblematic. In the practice of collaboration, the practices tend to overlap. A 
theoretical distinction of five distinct practices, however, allows us to see how each 
of these practices contains specific beliefs and how different roles for designers 
emerge from each practice, as described below. The descriptions involve questions of 
how these practices contribute to the emergence of roles, relationships, and 
understanding of design.   
 ‘Creating open spaces for exchange’ involves several activities and 
corresponding norms and values (structures). It involves using a hands-on, visual 
approach and creating workshop spaces – flexible, inspiring spaces, where one can 
see what people do. Creating such spaces particularly involves inviting inspiring, 
pioneering practitioners, visiting up-to date case examples, employing 
unconventional, fun methods and tools in creative ways, thus challenging existing 
ways of doing things and enabling interdisciplinary interactions, knowledge sharing 
and co-creation. The designer in this case is a service provider who proposes simple 
experiments in order to explore the unknown. Non-designers are users who are 
expected to populate these open spaces with increased interaction and co-creation.  
Furthermore, the practice of creating open spaces for exchange involves 
activities otherwise associated with user involvement: Putting people’s concerns first 
and taking up existing ideas. In this case, these activities are typically aimed at 
creating excitement, e.g. about finally having a say and prioritising the concerns of 
people who are involved in the use or the production of a solution. These activities 
are less about creating an adequate atmosphere, and more about inviting group 
members to become allies in the open exchange. Designers in this case operate as 
agents of a specific idea or open innovation strategy. However, generic goals, such as 
‘improving a certain situation’ or ‘increasing creativity’, are typically highlighted, 
rather than specifically providing strategic focus. While designers (subconsciously) 
employ user involvement to propagate an open exchange, non-designers in this 
process become the target group for this propaganda: they may feel attracted by this 
honest and open exchange or remain reluctant and sceptical about becoming active 
cooperation partners. The first will create the role of enthusiasts; from the latter, 
sceptics emerge. From this perspective, the last activity listed in this table (showing 
personal interest) serves to support this process of winning non-designers over as 
allies. Implicitly, this divides designers and non-designers into two separate camps. 
More than for the above creation of flexible, inspiring spaces, designers operate as 
propagators of a specific approach, which believes in the significance of being open 
and creative and in the importance of disconnecting from everything we thought we 
knew. An illustration of a changing practice: if taking up existing ideas does not create 
the expected excitement and the personal interest of designers is viewed with 
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scepticism, designers will need to adapt their user involvement strategies in order to 
make their claims for an open exchange.  
The second practice is here called ‘temporary suspension of prevailing laws’:  Its 
basic components can be summarized under the common goal of encouraging 
reconsideration of common perspectives through mirroring reality – and thus arriving 
at more creative solutions. This practice therefore particularly emphasizes the 
acceptance that meaning is contextual and relative. Apart from collecting and 
presenting contrasting expert views and inspiring case examples, this also involves 
creating many ideas. Also, and linked to the above, the temporary suspension 
prevailing laws also helps reduce scepticism towards the new in general (new 
perspectives, new methods, new approaches) and increase creativity. Designers are 
usually prone to presenting convincing best practice examples to make their case. 
Additionally, they typically advocate an open, more creative approach in that they 
undermine the claim to truth of only one perspective. Designers would also contribute 
personal experiences to underline the importance of these subjective judgements and 
contextual meanings. In a reverse conclusion, this points to the relevance of arguing 
for new solutions, e.g. demonstrating how and why a specific solution is better. While 
designers are active as facilitators of this cooperative exploration of perspective, they 
are also in this together with non-designers: Typically, many of the perspectives are 
new, also to the designers: They do not possess the knowledge that is critical for 
solving the problems. The main task of designers consists of managing involvement 
and producing a learning-intensive process, which tries to diagnose problems and 
opportunities for a particular innovation challenge. Designer typically structure the 
cooperative process of sharing of perspectives, rather than providing an inspiring 
space.  
Similar to the activities in practice one, this second practice also involves the 
active inclusion of the people concerned. However, the focus is put on levelling off 
hierarchies and including everyone independent of rank in order to enable 
contribution for contrasting perspectives, rather than creating excitement among non-
designers – through, for example, finally having a say. By way of explanation, the 
contrasting perspectives mainly provide orientation, e.g. by seeing one’s own position 
in relation to other positions. In the first two practices, inclusion therefore serves two 
partly opposing goals: a) openness and creativity coming from considering different 
perspectives and b) excitement from a focus on existing ideas and concerns. More 
importantly, designers operate between two roles: advocating an open and fun 
approach, which starts from people’s idea, and employing these same ideas to 
generate self-reflection. While this may involve similar activities, the latter may be 
less interested in taking up concrete ideas than in benefiting from the diversity of 
perspectives to increase the sense of openness among group members. Also, from this 
perspective, non-designers are at once guests and contributors to the construction of 
this creativity-generating mirror cabinet: At once consuming inspiring case examples 
presented by the designers and contributing their own perspectives as yet another view 
in the mirror cabinet, where a variety of different perspectives and practices are 
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presented. While non-designers are expected to contribute their own views, they are 
also expected to acknowledge the different and more cooperative rules of the game. 
The designers instead operate as game makers. 
Elements of the third practice, ‘multiple invitation to believe in a more open 
approach’, are partly integrated in other practices. However,  combining the activities 
in a separate practice makes the strong didactic focus of designers apparent. The 
strong belief of designers in the power of the design approach for innovation leads to 
a number of elements that help convince in collaborations with non-designers. 
Feedback, for example, can serves as a means to demonstrate how resistance towards 
novel ideas can be limited or overcome. Also, leaving control over the participatory 
process to the people involved often serves as a means to generate acknowledgement 
of the suitability of the process for groups of equally important experts. Similarly, the 
creation of positive collaboration experiences with voluntary participation and an 
active hands-on approach, which lead to the identification of opportunities, 
simultaneously serves as means to increase acceptance of the approach.  
However, the practice also contains elements that are distinct from other practice, 
such as citing relevant cases from industry or providing relevant creative 
contributions, to underline the contemporary and relevant character of the proposed 
process. This practice clearly contributes to the emergence of a trainer-client 
relationship, in which the designer primarily operates as the motivating trainer of a 
new approach. Non-designers become participants of training programs, albeit not 
necessarily voluntarily.  
‘Inspiring action and new behaviour’. Linked to the practice 3, designers’ 
practice also involves inspiring action and new behaviour. Similarly didactic, this 
practice involves the explicit encouragement to ‘just try something new’ or ‘just do 
it’. Its main elements can be summarized under the focus of an affirmative approach. 
The practice involves encouraging experimentation and active networking to cultivate 
exchange. Also, it involves showing personal interest in innovation challenges: 
Designers can provide what I call ‘substitute identification’ to promote less rational 
problem-solving approaches: Identification with a challenge by nature contains a less 
objective perspective, which can be difficult to combine with traditional management 
approaches. Designers’ own identification with an innovation challenge can therefore 
operate as assistance, allowing a subjective approach without having to fully commit 
to the subjective values or taking over responsibility for its results, e.g. following up 
on one’s own ideas or those of individual group members. Instead, designers offer 
their identification and take responsibility for the pilot experiment. Implicitly, this 
also resonates with the studio approach, or the belief in experiencing an approach for 
yourself, rather than teaching it. Also, and similar to the above approach, it involves 
a strong belief in the power of the design approach. 
Finally, presenting pioneering case examples serves yet another purpose in this 
practice, namely empowerment: The collection of examples tries to enable people to 
take action themselves from continuous self-positioning. Implicitly, this entails non-
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designers who wish for empowerment. Building the confidence to see and act 
independently seems to be an important underlying rule or belief for designers. 
 ‘Getting into a privileged position of freer speech and ready access’: This last 
practice can be the perquisite for all the other practices described above: Designers, 
in order to create inspiring spaces for exchange and suspend prevailing laws, while 
suggesting a more open approach and encouraging action, require a privileged 
position of freer speech e.g. to challenge the existing ways of approaching a problem. 
Also, in order to involve a meaningful set of people, designers usually need ready 
access to information and to people. This practice centres around demonstrating 
innovation competences by demonstrating creativity, state-of-the-art solutions, and 
scientific studies. Furthermore, it involves an immediate understanding of the given 
situation and the ability to include everyone, irrespective of rank. The study showed 
that the latter can operate well as proof of designers’ competence and seems to 
specifically help designers ‘get a foot in the door’. A reverse conclusion from this is 
that demonstrating design method competence is not enough. Designers need to be at 
the pulse of times – and visibly so. The relationship between designers and non-
designers can be characterized as a performing designer and non-designer audience.  
 OVERVIEW OF ROLES FOR NON-DESIGNERS AND 
DESIGNERS INCLUDED IN THE KEY-PRACTICES 
Table 26 summarizes roles included in the five principle practices of designers in 
innovation. 
Practice Non-designers’ roles Designers’ roles 
1 Users of creative spaces who 
populate spaces with interaction 
and co-creation 
Accept or refuse invitation 
 
Target group of propaganda 
Service provider: Provider of pioneering, 
inspiring atmosphere 
Inviting people in to become allies of the 
open exchange  
Promoter of an open approach 
2 Participating in an open exchange 
Part of a joint cooperative 
exploration 
Contributing to the mirror cabinet 
with one’s own perspectives 
Guest of the mirror cabinet 
performance 
Participating in the cooperative 
game  
Managing involvement   
Diagnosing problems and opportunities 
Part of a joint cooperative exploration 
Game maker setting the cooperative rules 
3 Participants of a training program Trainers of an open approach 
4 Self-positioning 
Empowered 
Persuaded 
Enabling orientation, Empowering 
Persuader 
5 Audience Performer 
Table 26: Overview of roles for non-designers and designer 

CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION AND 
CONCLUSION 
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10. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
This thesis intended to investigate the overall problem of the attractiveness of 
designers in innovation given the design-innovation paradox. The problem was 
addressed by investigating three concrete research questions:  
RQ 1: How does the designer influence the use of methods and tools?  
RQ2: How does the designer influence collaboration in innovation 
processes? 
RQ3: How does the designer influence innovation processes? 
The purpose of this section is to relate the findings back to the research questions 
and the assumptions used in this thesis to formulate its research propositions. The 
purpose of the research propositions is to describe the elements of design practice that 
play a role for the design-innovation paradox. This captures the main contributions of 
this thesis, discussing the meaning of the findings in relation to current research. 
Finally, a theoretical model of the attractiveness of designers is presented. This begins 
the final stage of the research process underlying this thesis, which involves 
discussing the meaning of the findings for our understanding of the design-innovation 
paradox. 
Figure 26: Positioning of this section in the circular research process 
 
 
 
120 
120 
10.1 INFLUENCE ON THE USE OF TOOLS  
The influence of designers on the use of design tools and methods is about influencing 
a rational logic of non-designers, e.g. applying design tools in a more integrated way 
and approached with design principles and paradigms. First, this is achieved through 
designers’ practice of creating open spaces for exchanges which generate more 
interaction and co-creation among non-designers. The use of tools is influenced by 
combining different elements: The practice included using unconventional method 
and tools in creative ways, using a visual approach and creating a pioneering 
workshop atmosphere. Focusing on unconventional tools might seem to oppose the 
designers’ primary influence on the use of tools and methods.  Consequently, the 
significance of knowledge about what is perceived as common is highlighted.  
Additionally, the practice involved creating excitement by taking up existing ideas 
and relevant questions and putting people’s concerns first, e.g. by showing personal 
interest. Knowing where existing ideas can be found and being given access affects 
the degree of influence over methods and tools. Knowledge about and access to 
existing ideas and knowledge about what is perceived as familiar and relevant in a 
specific innovation process context therefore affects the influence of designers on the 
use of methods and tools. Lacking this knowledge and access will limit the influence 
of designers on the use of tools and thus diminish the attractiveness of designers in 
innovation processes. This differs from amplifying and including existing needs and 
resources (e.g. Meroni, 2007; Jégou and Manzini, 2004/2008; Manzini and 
Staszowski, 2013), as the focus lies on experience: Experience as to where to find 
existing ideas and how to get good access. This particularly involves soft skills, such 
as being able to listen and identify opportunities to connect to people and their 
concerns, and knowledge about what is perceived as familiar. While research has 
acknowledged that design practice involves the adoption of a certain lifestyle, such as 
browsing different media and case examples for a sense of different formal trends 
(Tonkinwise, 2011), this has not been discussed in relation to (formal) trends of 
innovation processes practices. What is perceived as familiar and unfamiliar often 
remains quite vague. Consequently, the development of open, inspiring spaces 
typically starts with speculation about what could be surprising or unconventional. 
This thesis therefore calls for follow-up studies that investigate the question of how 
designers can access and discuss formal trends in the practices in innovation processes 
of their partnering organisations.  
The first proposition of this thesis for the attractiveness of designer in innovation 
processes is therefore: 
Proposition 1: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
knowledge about and access to existing ideas and knowledge 
about what is considered familiar and relevant in a specific 
innovation process context.    
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Further practices of designers which can influence the use of tools are the 
‘temporary suspension of prevailing laws’, ‘multiple invitations to believe in a more 
open approach’, ‘inspiring action and new behaviour’. These practices include a belief 
in and an emphasis on subjective and contextual perspectives as the yardstick and the 
significance of a more open, experimental design approach in general.  Going beyond 
the mentioned creation of excitement, these practices aim at generating interest and 
legitimize ideas, e.g. through encouraging experimentation, revealing individual 
needs, collecting feedback, and involving everyone independent of rank. Also, these 
elements typically serve other purposes in innovation processes. For example, 
emphasizing individual needs typically serves as means to generate novel ideas from 
user or customer insights, rather than legitimizing ideas or displaying many different 
perspectives to weaken the claim to truth of any one particular perspective – which in 
turn allows a more creative use of tools to explore challenges openly. The influence 
on the use of different methods and tools is therefore biased by the different functions 
and respective roles for designers and non-designers of user involvement. Non-
designers, for example, can be required to contribute their own perspectives or/and to 
increase openness and creativity. These different requests can appear devoid of 
purpose and might limit confidence in the approach and therefore the effects on a 
different use of tools. This supports existing literature, which distinguishes between 
different aims and understandings of extended design practice (Sangiorgi, 2011, 
Greenbaum an Loi, 2012) the roles of designers (Manzini, 2015; Manzini and 
Staszowski, 2013), the functions of different tools and methods materials (e.g. Jégou 
et al. 2006; Liedtka and Ogilvie 2011; IDEO, 2003) in that it points to challenges 
from overlapping understandings in the practice of collaboration with designers. 
Multifunctional tools, by definition, do not permit any clear-cut distinction between 
different roles. Collaborating with designers automatically includes overlapping and 
interrelated roles. This needs to be considered for collaboration between designers 
and non-designers. However, the multi-functional nature of user involvement may 
also limit the promotion of a more open approach. The different purposes of including 
users and stakeholders may appear random and lacking purpose, which might reduce 
the belief in a new approach.  
A second proposition is therefore: 
Proposition 2: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
the ambiguous functions and roles included in user involvement 
in the design practices.   
10.2 INFLUENCE ON COLLABORATION  
Designers influence collaboration among non-designers in terms of a) facilitating 
interdisciplinary exchange and co-creation, b) increasing novelty of ideas, and c) 
increasing interaction across disciplinary or organisational boundaries.  
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On a second level, the practices of designers can also influence how designers 
and non-designer work together. The characteristics of consultancy work have 
provided a foil for analysing empirical material in terms of how non-designers 
collaborate with designers: a) level of persuasion in the pre-project phase, b) leading 
or jointly co-developing problem-solving steps in the implementation phase, c) level 
of shaping the interpretation of results in the post-project phase. The results for both 
levels are summarized bellow. 
Designers influence the collaboration among non-designers by creating open 
spaces for exchange. Boundary spanning activities for example are encouraged 
through an emphasis on a hands-on visual approach and initiate interactivity between 
non-designers through fun tasks. The study showed that the creation of such spaces 
was typically appreciated. A reverse conclusion from this is that reducing the 
emphasis on visual material for boundary spanning, a visible account of what people 
do, and fun collaboration activities would affect the attractiveness of designers in 
innovation processes. Conversely, this focus also requires a need to move away from 
the everyday work and reflect on things from a distance. Research acknowledges a 
clear correlation between design methods and tools in different phases of innovation, 
e.g. ideation, prototyping tools, or testing (e.g. Jégou et al. 2006; Liedtka and Ogilvie 
2011; IDEO, 2003). This thesis concludes that these correlations need to be extended 
to the demands of innovation groups, such as any existing demand for increased 
interactions.  
Proposition 3: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
timing, e.g. matching open spaces for exchange with the 
corresponding demand for obtaining ‘distance from the 
everyday’.  
The significance of visual artefacts in the design approach for the collaboration 
process and experience (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Luo et al., 2005; Engelbrektsson, 
2002; Campbell et al., 2007) depends on real encounters between non-designers and 
designers. Creating open spaces can be challenging at long distances, as access to the 
people concerned is limited (by the organisation, sensitive issues, or distance). 
Proposition 4: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
the opportunity to organize real encounters between non-
designers. 
Even before transferring a new approach (Burns, 2006) and maybe even before 
bringing in unconventional design tools and methods, collaboration is about 
structuring a process. This needs to be considered when establishing the collaboration, 
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e.g. insisting on careful communication and on a careful allocation of time and 
recourses.  
Furthermore, designers also influences collaboration with non-designers. The 
thesis, for example, noted that the collaboration does not follow conventional 
consultancy phases (Nikolova, 2009). The more fine-grained process description does 
not explicitly involve a post-project phase with a focus on shaping the interpretation 
of the results. Instead, the completion phase focuses on closing the collaboration with 
a brief evaluation and discussion of results. A joint analysis of results is instead 
typically closely linked with the creative interaction phase, a phase that roughly 
corresponds to the implementation phase of a consultancy process. The lack of an 
established collaboration process model for collaboration with non-designers also 
implies vague expectations about how the process is structured and evaluated. Some 
may expect regular consultancy process steps, others may associate the collaboration 
with regular workshop facilitation and are open for creative processes suggested by 
designers. Under these circumstances, expectation management about the different 
phases of the collaboration could be difficult: It remains ambiguous as to how the 
process is structured, what roles and responsibilities designers have, and what types 
of results each phase is associated in real accomplishment terms. The 
multidisciplinary character of the collaboration suggests different interests, agendas, 
and deadline involved. The thesis therefore concludes that the knowhow of experts 
(e.g. Mulgan, 2014) is also required to purposefully plan and structure the 
collaboration with designers.  
Proposition 5: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
ambiguous ideas about how collaboration between non-
designers and designers is structured and what type of results 
are considered a success.  
Furthermore, an important assumption on the level of collaboration was that the 
designers’ approach influences the emergence of two roles with amateur and expert 
aesthetic competences (A6).  Findings from this study suggest that the practice of 
‘getting into a privileged position’ influenced the collaboration through its focus on 
designers’ professional competences. Designers used methodological competences, 
references to practice cases, and demonstrations of their empathic approach as means 
to get a foot in the door of organisations. This particularly emphasized a consultant-
client relationship and contributed to the divide between designers and non-designers 
as two worlds with completely different value systems (Liedtka, 2010; Gloppen, 
2009). This has consequences, as it undermines the cooperative approach and 
contradicts the participatory design paradigms which would emphasize a levelling-
off of hierarchies between all innovation process partners for equal contribution 
(Meroni 2008, Manzini and Staszowski, 2013, Manzini, 2015) and for democratizing 
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innovation (Ehn, 1988). The practice of ‘inviting into believing in a more open 
approach’ includes a similar contradiction: transferring a new cooperative approach 
both promotes flat hierarchies and installs designers as coaches of a more open 
approach. The focus on two roles – design amateurs and experts, coaches and trainees 
– which is created by encouraging non-designers to, for example, ‘just try it’ may 
lower credibility in terms of considering everyone’s concerns equally. This is 
especially true, if experts are not considered as people who equally need to be 
involved, because it forces one to abandon all concerns based on professional 
expertise.  
Proposition 6:  The attractiveness of designers in innovation 
processes is influenced by the ambiguity of combining a 
coaching role for a more open, collaborative approach, with 
the promotion of equal power relations of this same approach.  
Also, maintaining a privileged position of freer speech throughout the creative 
interaction involves, amongst others, an immediate understanding of the challenge 
and compelling evidence from user studies of the validity of the results. This typically 
also tries to influence the relationship between non-designers and designers. The 
much-vaunted empathy of designers (Hassi and Laakso, 2011; Brown, 2008; Kelley, 
2001), the capacity to understand or feel what a situation is about, therefore also 
serves to influence the work relationship, e.g. generating trust in the designers’ 
professional approach and innovation experience. Non-designers, for example, 
criticized the designers’ unprofessional approach on the basis of their lack of empathy 
in a less successful collaboration: “[…] they did not see themselves [as users] in there” 
(study B, interviewee 12). If an immediate understanding of a situation mainly serves 
to make a good impression, rather than improving this situation, designers can create 
a false impression about their intensions and plans.  
Proposition 7: Designers with a high capacity to combine 
empathy as basis for improvement and as a means to make a 
professional impression are perceived as more attractive for 
collaboration in innovation processes. 
A second assumption on the level of the collaboration emphasized the 
competition between different two approaches from an emphasis of designers 
exceeding existing innovation frameworks (A2). The results of this thesis suggest that 
collaboration between non-designers and designers is influenced by the promotion of 
trainee and trainer roles, which represent these different approaches: A number of 
activities of practice three ‘multiple initiation to belief in a more open approach’ 
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consist in demonstrating the power, e.g. identifying areas of interest for the innovation 
process. Also, practice four ‘inspiring action and new behaviour’ involves elements 
that improve a particular approach, such as encouraging experimentation while 
underpinning the relevance of the approach with pioneering case examples from 
practice. Typically, the coming-together of management thinking and design thinking 
(Sköldberg and Woodila, 2008) involves aspects of persuasion in favour of a better 
approach. Also, elements of empowerment promote an understanding of designers as 
the people who possess experience with employing the design approach. This may 
create frustrating experiences with organisations with a clear idea of open innovation 
approaches, e.g. applying agile management. A next proposition is therefore: 
Proposition 8:  A clear idea of open process approaches 
already existing in an organisation increases competition with 
the design approach, thus influence the attractiveness of 
designers in innovation processes.  
Finally, this thesis broke with the assumption that designers influence 
collaboration by bringing in emotional and sensory aspects (A4). Empirical data made 
clear that designers can provide substitute identification to allow the piloting of a 
more subjective approach, without taking over full responsibility for the quality of its 
results. Instead, the designers who propose the open, subjective approach are 
responsible for the usefulness of developed ideas and concepts. Following this line of 
thought, it can be difficult to argue for these results for non-designers, e.g. not fully 
identifying with the concepts. Ideas developed in collaborative workshops may 
therefore be difficult to put into practice (Lassen, 2016). Instead, designers may need 
to continue to provide strong arguments. The attractiveness of designers may 
therefore also be influenced by resources and opportunities to support the 
implementation of ideas and concepts beyond creativity workshops with good 
arguments and the commitments to identify with the ideas. 
Proposition 9: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
resources and opportunities to support implementation of ideas 
and concept beyond creativity workshops with good arguments 
and the commitment to identifying with the ideas. 
10.3 INFLUENCE ON INNOVATION PROCESSES  
Designers influence the early phases of innovation through the improved 
identification and assessment of opportunities, through the generation and selection 
of ideas, and through the development of novel concepts. 
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Assumption 3 in this thesis stated that designers’ collaborative tools and 
strategies for the inclusion of new actors influence innovation processes. Giving voice 
to actors who have not previously involved and discovering emergent practices and 
new opportunities (Bessant and Maher, 2009) can challenge existing innovation 
priorities and planning. Findings from this thesis suggest that practices such as 
‘multiple invitation to belief in a more open approach’ or ‘inspiring action and new 
behaviour’ emphasize a collaborative approach, but also involve a strong belief and 
an emphasis on subjective and contextual perspectives as their yardstick.  In other 
words, the introduction of collaborative strategies and tools also involves different 
ways of evaluating the results. This can be hard to combine with common process 
goals and innovation management measurement. Results from fringe markets or new 
users typically still need to match management criteria, e.g. a manageable number of 
new ideas or a number of implemented experiences. This thesis showed that 
overpowering activities and too many new ideas developed at the wrong time of the 
process turned collaboration into a difficult endeavor.  
Attractiveness 10: Attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
combining the introduction of a more collaborative approach 
with engaging with more subjective contextual measurement 
values.   
A next proposition related to the influence on innovation processes focuses on 
the influence coming from the relative nature of the basic assumptions of designers’ 
aesthetic competences (A5). Results from this thesis particularly suggest that 
designers can contribute to a responsible inclusion with transparent process steps (e.g. 
Simonsen and Robertson, 2013; Buur and Matthew, 2008). More successful 
collaborations where able to create the feeling of being given control over the process, 
as “this is still just a project” and changes are “not carved in stone”. Here, the 
adoption of designers’ reframing tools and strategies for the identification of novel 
ideas and opportunities went hand in hand with new control mechanisms to guide the 
process. Designers provided proof of the suitability of the foreign approach. This 
thesis therefore concludes that participatory design projects can particularly serve as 
catalyst for a more open innovation approach (Junginger, 2008), if they are truly built 
around shared go/no-go decisions.  
Attractiveness 11: Attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
combining the introduction of a reframing tools and strategies 
with the introduction of new control mechanism for innovation 
processes.   
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The findings of this thesis also showed that collecting and contrasting different 
(expert) views to mirror the current understanding and allow self-positioning is an 
element that can help suspend prevailing laws in an innovation process. Designers use 
involvement as a strategy to mirror perspectives. It seems that seeing the strength of 
a more open approach by experiencing how people become engaged and have 
different ideas and opinions (Burns et al., 2006; Soila-Wadman and Svengren Holm, 
2016) is particularly useful if contrasting perspectives are included: This generates an 
attractive mirror cabinet of opinions e.g. allowing self-positioning. However, the 
study shows how scepticism can emerge from designers’ emphasis on open, flexible 
re-framing: It contained the risk to appear hollow, useless or naïve – e.g. random 
collection of ideas.  
Proposition 12: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
the ambiguity of re-framing strategies, e.g. the risk of 
appearing hollow or producing useless ideas.     
Assumption 7 stated that “Seeing designers work with resistance as a response 
and source of energy and creativity can influence the finding of opportunity in 
innovation processes”. This thesis suggest that the effect depends on the experience 
with collaborative approaches, e.g. as the affirmative behaviour of the designer was 
interpreted as naivety or as an excuse for careless preparation by the tutors of less 
confident groups. Also, case studies in this thesis show that designers used visits to 
labs and visits by up-to-date practitioners to create positive narratives around more 
open and flexible innovation approaches. Too many spectacular visits and case 
examples risk appearing hollow. This is an aspect that should be considered when 
involving foreign practices and perspectives to create more disruptive ideas (Berthoin 
Antal, 2012; Johansson-Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2013). Conversely, the 
interpretation of emergent practices and identified opportunities supported 
independent action among participants. A respondent from case B was excited about 
the many case examples. She particularly emphasized how it enabled her to create her 
own concepts and to start asking different questions. Energy and creativity increase 
from seeing designers work with resistance, which might be particularly powerful if 
it also involves seeing how new opportunities and emergent approaches are 
interpreted.    
Proposition 13: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by 
the ambiguity of an affirmative approach, e.g. suggesting a 
careless naïve attitude. 
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10.4 OVERVIEW PROPOSITIONS 
Table 27 provides an overview of the propositions related to the research questions of 
this thesis. 
 
Proposition 1: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by knowledge about and access 
to existing ideas and knowledge about what is perceived as familiar and relevant in a specific 
innovation process context.    
Proposition 2: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by the ambiguous functions and 
roles included in the user involvement of the design practices.       
Proposition 3: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by timing, e.g. matching open 
spaces for exchange with corresponding demand for obtaining ‘distance from the everyday’. 
Proposition 4: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by the opportunity and good 
organisation of real encounters between non-designers. 
Proposition 5: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by ambiguous ideas about how 
collaboration between non-designers and designers is structured and what type of results are 
considered a success. 
Proposition 6: The attractiveness of designers in innovation processes is influenced by the 
ambiguity of combining a coaching role for a more open, collaborative approach with the 
promotion of equal power relations of this same approach. 
Proposition 7: Designers with a high capacity to combine empathy as a basis for 
improvement and as a means to make a professional impression are perceived as more 
attractive for collaboration in innovation processes. 
Proposition 8: A clear idea of open process approaches already existing in an organisation 
increases competition with the design approach, thus influence the attractiveness of designers 
in innovation processes. 
Proposition 9: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by resources and opportunities 
to support implementation of ideas and concept beyond creativity workshops with good 
arguments and the commitment to identifying with the ideas. 
Proposition 10: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by combining the introduction 
of a more collaborative approach with engaging with more subjective contextual measurement 
values.   
Proposition 11: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by combining the introduction 
of a reframing tools and strategies with the introduction of new control mechanism for 
innovation processes.     
Proposition 12: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by the ambiguity of re-framing 
strategies, e.g. the risk of appearing hollow or producing useless ideas.     
Proposition 13: The attractiveness of designers is influenced by the ambiguity of an 
affirmative approach, e.g. suggesting a careless naïve attitude. 
 
Table 27: Overview of the 13 propositions of this thesis 
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10.5 PRESENTATION OF THEORETICAL MODEL OF THE 
ATTRACTIVENESS OF DESIGNERS 
This section presents the final model of the thesis. Combining the main insights from 
research propositions revealed two main areas of possible conflict and challenges in 
the collaboration with designers that influence attractiveness. Thus, the research 
model organises elements that play a role for the perceived attractiveness of designers 
in innovation processes: a) Ambiguity and b) practical issues such as timing and 
vicinity – here subsumed under the term ‘pragmatics’.  
The area of pragmatics points to particular requirements for how to prepare and 
organize effective and sustainable collaboration, e.g. timing, duration, vicinity, access. 
Capturing the right timing, e.g. matching a demand for exploration, is important. 
Furthermore, access to knowledge and people plays a key role for how attractive 
designers are perceived. Also, short distances enable real encounters where open 
spaces for exchange are created. These encounters also enable the designer to 
demonstrate innovation and methodological competence, two additional elements for 
attractiveness. Furthermore, the thesis drew attention to the need to provide good 
arguments beyond the early stages of innovation: Ideas and concepts developed from 
a subjective, human-centred approach may need to be defended against more rational 
arguments and developed throughout the implementation phase. This has not been 
sufficiently discussed in relation to the collaboration with designers and design 
education. A follow-up question for this thesis therefore involves asking how 
solutions generated in less analytically approaches can be supported and developed 
through the innovation processes of organisation.  
The aspect of ambiguity instead highlights key sources for misunderstandings 
and conflicts from designers’ practice in innovation. Ambiguity emerges as a 
principal theme with three basic areas: Ambiguity in the use of design tools for 
different purposes; ambiguity of ideas about the process and output of the 
collaboration with designers; and ambiguity of roles, which shift between a coaching 
role and a participating role, suggesting no hierarchies. So far, we lack guidelines for 
addressing the management of the negative effects of collaboration. Instead, practice 
so far relies mainly on increasing the experience of designers. This also provides an 
explanation for the higher barriers for the transfer to non-designers of the design 
approach as compared to the design tools and methods: Transferring the design 
approach involves transferring navigation processes from a number of different 
usages of tools and methods, from different roles, and from shifting between 
subjective and contextual quality criteria.  
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Figure 27 presents the final model of this thesis. 
 
Figure 27: Theoretical model of the attractiveness of designers in innovation processes 
The figure highlights, how designers contribute to confusing situations in the 
collaboration with non-designers through a) changing roles, b) multifunctional tools, 
and c) open ideas about the collaboration process development. The changing 
responsibilities, purposes, and timing need to be considered when collaborating with 
designers. It further emphasizes practical issues, emerging when organisations work 
with external designers: Sufficient time and good purpose support a meaningful 
collaboration and are thus relevant issues to be discussed. Considering the open, 
changing character and purpose of the designers’ tools, roles, and process steps, the 
recurrent coordination of the collaboration purpose and concrete goals seem 
inevitable. Consideration is also required in relation to access to information with 
people from all levels and interests spheres in an organisation. Not every company is 
prepared for this engagement. 
11. FINAL REMARKS 
This thesis set out from the observation of the design-innovation paradox, which 
stated that collaboration with a designer is perceived as an attractive opportunity to 
address the challenge of increasing creativity and adopt more open innovation 
approaches, while simultaneously presenting potential conflict coming from the 
opposing values involved. The social practice perspective served as a means to 
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research three concrete research objects: the influence of designers on the use of tools, 
on collaboration, and on innovation processes. This social practice perspective 
enabled the study to step back and see the practices that shapes roles, rather than 
focusing on the description of concrete roles for designers. Thus, the thesis arrived at 
a description of practices that form different and sometimes opposing roles. By 
discussing the different effects of these practices, the thesis defined its research 
proposition, describing the elements of design practice that influence the 
attractiveness of designers: a) they increase ambiguity in the collaboration, or b) they 
complicate planning of the project. The theoretical model which organises these 
elements into two main dimensions that influence attractiveness, helps recognise the 
sources for conflict arising from design practice, rather than limiting the discussion 
to the opposing values of design and innovation: designers’ practice necessarily 
involves elements which create some opposing roles and planning challenges. In other 
words, their practice involves challenging the attractiveness of the collaboration itself, 
e.g. by challenging the expectations that initially existed about the collaboration. This 
might constitute an opportunity to deal with the challenge of having to adopt more 
open and creative ways of innovating and thus fostering self-reflection and creativity, 
but the process of collaborating necessarily involves reconsidering and redefining 
collaboration for the specific given situation and the people involved. As reframing is 
a basic principle of designers, this result is not surprising. However, the process of 
collaboration has not yet been considered as something that is subject to reframing, 
something that is designed. 
The idea of a collaboration between non-designers and designers as a design 
object, as something that is created, also contains the idea of challenging its very 
meaning, e.g. as user study support or as a creativity workshop. What the results of 
this thesis suggest is that the high level of ambiguity is essentially part of what makes 
the collaboration attractive to non-designers: It allows a test-running of ambiguity. 
Acknowledging exposure to flexible roles and understandings of tools as part of the 
attractiveness also helps recognize and understand positive/negative reactions, 
conflicts, and challenges as the outcome of this test-run. This can offer new insights 
about how to plan and manage the adoption of a more open innovation approach, e.g. 
deliberately including both opposing or supportive voices. We would see whether we 
can or cannot mobilize new energies or whether we would generate scepticism from 
a focus on an affirmative approach with a focus on subjective, contextual 
measurement values. Also, we would learn whether people do become engaged and 
who would speak for or contribute from an organisation and be prepared to deal with 
the simultaneity of changing roles (for designers and non-designers). Also, the 
positive/sceptical reactions of domain experts towards the affirmative, playful 
approach of designers can be an important indicator for the management values 
already existing in an organisation which may need to be considered for the 
introduction of more open approaches. 
Test-running the design approach as a key element of attractiveness may sound 
like ending on a sobering notion, because it may not be what we (want to) associate 
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with collaborations with designers. However, it also tells us much about preparation 
and an important result from such collaboration, e.g. an acknowledgement of the 
many reactions to openness and strategies to cope with and react to frequent changes 
or new ideas. Apart from exploring certain aspects of a project, we also explore 
individual positions toward the open approach of designers, e.g. about linking 
collaborative work approaches with the introduction of subjective, contextual 
measurement values. Furthermore, it also suggests considering the later stages of 
innovation as suitable for collaboration with designers, e.g. exploring the reactions to 
more open approaches together with external partners in the development stage of an 
innovation. 
Finally, recounting these processes of exposure as stories of achievement or 
failure essentially creates the socially agreed meaning (more/less attractiveness) of 
the collaboration with designers. One conclusion that can be drawn from this is that 
designers interested in influencing what is remembered as attractive, but also 
considered attractive for the future (Sanders, 2013) should, in one way or another, 
account for exposure in this sense as an inherent part of the collaboration.  
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A note to the reader 
The research framework used in this paper differs from the framework used in the 
thesis, in the sense that the design-innovation relationship is described as depending 
on the background of involved people (designer or non-designer).  This is can be seen 
as an earlier version of the design-innovation paradox, in that it propagates a) a clear 
relation between design and innovation, while b) simultaneously postulating opposing 
views on it.  In this paper, the relationship is framed as that between two opposing 
mind-sets with opposing thinking styles: one more concrete, and one more abstract.  
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WHAT IS THE ROLE OF DESIGNERS IN 
INNOVATION? 
Abstract 
Firms increasingly collaborate with designers to adopt a more open 
and creative design approach for management and innovation 
purposes. Yet, despite frequent collaboration, the benefits of 
collaborating with designers remain difficult to predict. Recurrent 
conflicts from opposing values characterize collaborations, which 
might hinder or stop the work process. Scholarly contributions focus 
on characterizing these opposing logics and distinguishing between 
the roles for designers in innovation. However, to date, we have 
little knowledge about how to overcome the inherent opposition and 
mitigate misunderstandings about the role of designers and 
innovation processes. This article therefore examines different 
understandings of the role of designers in innovation. It contributes 
with three different perspectives of the role of designers in 
innovation and discusses the consequences of distinguishing 
between such different roles.  
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
Design is said to open new horizons for the practice of innovation management and 
management in general (e.g. Boland and Callopy, 2004; Martin, 2009; Verganti, 
2009). A popular way for organisations to engage with design is to enter into 
collaboration with trained designers (e.g. Soila-Wadman and Svengren Holm, 2016). 
The primary purpose of including designers in innovation is the creation of more open 
design processes by way of engaging individuals in creative design processes. In other 
words, core design skills are used to transform the way in which firms innovate 
(Burns, 2006; BIS, 2011; Design Council, 2015).  
The transfer of design to the field of innovation has generated increasing academic, 
including investigation of the opposing logics of design and innovation (e.g. Press and 
Copper, 2003; Liedtka, 2010; Gloppen, 2009; Kimbell, 2011). Design is related to 
open and flexible values and beliefs, while management is often associated with 
rational and linear decision-making processes and approaches (Gloppen, 2009). 
Recently, a shift in the discipline of design towards more extended design practice has 
been identified (Cooper, 2014). Design is moving from a discipline concerned with 
various forms of the material world to less tangible domains, such as using design for 
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innovation or organisational and societal transformation: “One of the great current 
debates in design is its role in society” (Junginger, 2014, 165).  
The description of this extended design practice specifically includes the 
identification of benefits and specific roles of designers in innovation processes (e.g. 
Manzini, 2008/2015; Manzini and Staszwoski 2013). For example, designers are 
recognised as a catalyst for organisational change (e.g. Junginger, 2008; Sangiorgi, 
2011). Also, it includes research on specific design methods for collaborative 
innovation settings (e.g. Simonsen and Robertson, 2013; Brandt et al., 2013), in which 
new ideas are formed and developed (Sanders and Stappers, 2008). The focus on 
design in innovation has the advantage that it a) strengthens the link between design 
and innovation through the introduction of innovation specific terminologies in the 
design field, and b) supports the development and discussion of the interface of design 
and innovation; recognizing design tools, methods, and skills in innovation.  
However, new challenges have emerged, which are related to coordinating the 
different understandings of design and of the role of designers in collaborative 
innovation (van Dijk and Ubels, 2016) and avoiding frustration in the collaboration 
or its early termination. In itself, the confusion about what design means in innovation 
is not particularly surprising, as the term design is ambiguous per se: it describes both 
an activity and its outcome, as it is both verb and noun (Koskinen et al., 2011). 
Additionally, it is also the focus of the debate around opposing understandings of 
design; respectively that of designers and that of managers. The insights generated 
about the different understandings of design in innovation to a large extent focus on 
a) two separate disciplines with contrasting understandings of design and of designers 
on both sides of the equation (design and innovation management), and b) 
emphasizing that all definitions of design and innovation remain ambiguous.  
The current understanding of design and innovation management as two separate 
disciplines however has several consequences. One is, that we lack understanding of 
‘design’, design methods and design principles, organisations and designers work 
with already. Another is that the focus lies on distinguishing different roles for 
designers, rather than on questions about the consequences of the separation itself. 
Does separating different roles for designers prevent us from seeing possible overlaps 
with the roles and practice of innovation management? Thus, this article addresses the 
question of what are the consequences of distinguishing between different roles for 
designers in innovation? Based on interviews with experts across the field of design 
and innovation management, we identify and discuss three particular perspectives on 
the interrelation between design and innovation. From an academic point of view, this 
contributes to our understanding of how the emphasis on design as a new pathway for 
innovation also obstructs our view of design principles with existing management 
practice.   
The term ‘design’ here refers to the concept of developing something. It goes beyond 
the formal or functional excellence of products and services to refer to the creative, 
open process approach of professional designers, which makes it impossible to know 
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in advance what the outcome of the process will be (Johansson-Sköldberg and 
Woodilla, 2013).  ‘Designers’ refers to trained designer, as it is in design education 
that fundamental design perspectives and approaches are established (Kimbell, 2012). 
Examples of typical design practices include thinking along divergent lines (Styhre 
and Eriksson, 2008) or initiating and navigating processes of exploration (Lawson, 
2006). We focus on these particular characteristics of designers in the innovation 
processes of organisations, understood as an iterative process of striving for the 
successful implementation or useful application of new ideas or inventions (Roberts, 
1988). 
 
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
Design is increasingly associated with a promising process model (Stewart, 2011), 
which would be able to transform the ways in which firms innovate (BIS, 2011; 
Design Council, 2015). Thus, design is in particular expected to significantly 
contribute to innovation (e.g. Boland and Callopy, 2004; Martin, 2009; Verganti, 
2009), and in general to commercial growth and positive change (Nesta, 2009). Some 
companies use design on an operational level as a tool for business growth (Ward et 
al., 2009), where inquiries into user experience inspire companies to look beyond their 
obvious customers. Some companies use design more strategically by placing it at the 
heart of their innovation strategy, engaging innovation managers in cross-
departmental teams in collaborative workshops, and thus deciding to use design for 
particular commercial or social aims (Nuzem et al., 2017) and at different levels of 
business (e.g. Danish Design Center, 2001; Buchanan, 2001) or public service 
development (Junginger, 2014).  
The inclusion of designers provides the opportunity to create more open innovation 
processes, but also contains the risk of controversy and frustration arising from 
differing understandings of what design can do at which level of an innovation 
management (Soila-Wadman and Svengren Holm, 2016; Matthews and Wrigley, 
2012). Design is, for example, frequently misunderstood in its most basic definition 
of shaping and improving the components of technological devices. Less popular and 
less obvious is an understanding of design that aims at systemic or behavioural 
changes of users and suppliers (Roos, 2014). In order to comprehend the different 
notions of design, research to date has mainly looked at the influence that the 
professional background of the involved individuals has on the understanding of 
design – e.g. their background in management or in design. Instead, the individual 
understanding of design in innovation has not been the focus of much theoretical 
discussions or inquiry. However, for the understanding of challenges related to 
collaboration with designers, this becomes more and more important, as they involve 
interaction with people – e.g. groups of individuals. 
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2.1 PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND AS INFLUENCE ON THE 
DESIGN UNDERSTANDING  
In current literature on professional background influences, empirical studies have 
mainly addressed differences between non-designers and designers (e.g. Liedtka, 
2010; Gloppen, 2009). From this perspective, design and management emerge as two 
opposing thinking styles, two mind-sets – one more concrete, and one more abstract: 
Designers on the one side produce models and prototypes (Hassi and Laakso, 2011), 
rather than remaining in the realm of the abstract – e.g. with spreadsheets and mission 
statements (e.g. Liedtka, 2010; Gloppen, 2009). In line with many other articles about 
design in innovation, Liedtka (2010) outlines the differences between design and 
management in order to highlight the potential benefits of bringing the two together. 
They need each other; design potentially provides a more open approach to innovation 
for non-designers, and innovation provides a new field for designers – e.g. transferring 
their design approach to the field of innovation management. From this perspective, 
designers act as innovation management support, helping to plant ‘seeds for a new 
approach’, which will in turn help organisations innovate in an environment of 
constant change (Burns, 2006). Two opposing field, design and innovation, emerge, 
which include complementary competences and opposing values and core 
assumptions – and which are unified by common innovation aims and interests.  
Unsurprisingly, there has been a certain unease expressed within the design 
community about this popular appropriation of the term design and the promotion of 
design thinking in the management context (Stewart, 2011). The uncritical 
deployment of design in new contexts is often perceived as short-lived trend, rather 
than as an opportunity for a new and extended design field as it oversimplifies and 
reduces design to a set of tools and methods as represented in method books or design 
tool collections (e.g. Jégou et al., 2006; Liedtka and Ogilvie, 2011). The essential part 
of the designers’ way of working is abstracted from the design thinking discourse, 
thus becoming ‘design minus practice’ (Kimbell, 2011/2012). Also, the debate about 
design thinking has challenged the design community to inquire into the specific 
characteristics of design practice (e.g. Johansson-Sköldberg et al., 2013). Research 
has specifically studied what we call design logic: Studies have investigated what 
designers do and know (Cross, 2004/2006) – including an acknowledgment of the 
abductive reasoning and the materials and objects they use (Dorst, 2011; Lawson, 
2006; Kolko, 2010; Stappers and Sander, 2012). Consequently, design research has 
acknowledged collaborative design methods and different roles for designers in 
innovation (Manzini, 2015; Perks and Cooper, 2005; Brandt et al. 2013; Manzini and 
Staszwoski, 2013) as well as ways of distinguishing between different inclusive and 
human-centred design practices and the outputs of collaborative innovation processes 
(Sangiorgi, 2011; Greenbaum and Loi, 2012).  
This focus on design logic implicitly propagates a gap between designers and 
innovation managers. It implies different, partly opposing core assumptions about 
design in innovation. Hence, the interface of design and innovation is also particularly 
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characterized by the discussion about who understands design and the role of the 
designer in innovation correctly. Additionally, it is characterized through an 
expansion of what the term design and the term innovation management involve. 
Statements such as ‘design is not about products anymore’ (Press and Cooper, 2003) 
and ‘innovation is more than technology pull or market push’ (e.g. Verganti, 2003) 
are frequent. Thus, both fields can be said to be in flux - constantly expanding and 
changing beyond traditional ideas and perspectives about the respective fields. 
Examples for this expansion include bachelor programs in design management at 
design schools or the proliferating design thinking programs for BA and management 
students – both propagating, in their own way, the reunion of two apparently separate 
fields. Designers here become managers and managers become adept design thinkers. 
Both as a logical conclusion of separating design and management and as a 
precondition for it, cross-disciplinary disciplines and professional fields emerge: As a 
logical conclusion, because the separation is described by means of relating the two 
fields to each other; as a precondition, because it is only through emphasizing the 
common interest (in innovation) that the separation becomes relevant. Hence, the 
interface of design and innovation is also linked to design and management schools – 
e.g. professors, associates. We included people from all three groups to research the 
question of what are the consequences of distinguishing between different roles for 
designers in innovation? 
3. RESEARCH DESIGN 
3.1 DATA COLLECTION  
To study the consequences of distinguishing between different roles for designers, we 
applied a qualitative snapshot research methodology (Flick, 2009, 137).  A snapshot 
study differs from a longitudinal study as it focuses on a particular understanding at a 
given point in time. As our focus was not to examine how the outcome would develop 
over time (the discourse of design and innovation is in constant flux, continuously 
expanding and changing), but rather to capture and examine current understandings 
of each field and their interface from different perspectives, we conducted all semi-
structured interviews over a short period of time; in total, two months.  
The data was collected using open qualitative semi-structured interviews with design 
and innovation management experts in order to examine their understanding of design 
in innovation. Open semi-structured interviews offer the researcher the opportunity to 
describe and explain the relationships between different understandings (Mack et al., 
2005, 3). The strength of interviews compared to other qualitative approaches, such 
as observations studies, is that the respondents during an interview grant access to 
their thoughts and understandings, allowing the researcher to dig into the mind of the 
respondents and reveal their mental maps. Thus, we deliberately applied a very open 
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semi-structured research strategy in order to not influence or impose our assumptions 
on the respondents. By doing so, we allowed the respondents themselves to choose 
the starting point for their explanations, revealing their implicit assumptions and 
unfiltered understandings about design, innovation, and the role of design in 
innovation.  
A purposeful sample of respondents was selected to provide rich material about the 
consequences of distinguishing between different roles for designers from both the 
field of design and the field of innovation management. The criteria for selection were 
that the chosen respondents came from different positions (from across the spectrum 
of design and innovation) and that they represented different contexts (academia and 
practice). With this in mind, respondents were selected based on their ability to 
provide insights concerning: 
• The practitioner’s view of design  
• The practitioner’s view of innovation management  
• The academic’s view of design  
• The academic’s view of innovation management 
Moreover, we understood the status of experts as referring to experience gained over 
years of practical and/or academic work. Many of the chosen respondents were award-
winning practitioners in their fields and/or internationally acknowledged researchers. 
Thus, they were people “that are uniquely able to be informative because they are 
expert in an area” (Weiss 1995, 17). A total of nine interviewees were selected for 
the research.  
The interviews took place over a period of two month. Each of the interviews lasted 
from 25 to 45 minutes each. Eight interviews were therefore carried out in person, 
while one interview was carried out via Skype. The study needed to balance the 
drawbacks of technologically mediated interviews via Skype (e.g. generating less rich 
material as a result of the less natural conversation and interaction, Weller, 2015) 
against cost of research and researcher time. The conversations were recorded and 
subsequently transcribed verbatim, which resulted in a body of 37 pages of written 
interview material. We included experts from Sweden, Switzerland, Denmark, and 
Italy to get access to a wide range of different opinions. Table 1 provides an overview 
of the respondents. 
 Area of expertise of respondents Country Perspective 
represented 
1 Graphic Designer and Lecturer Switzerland Practice and Academia 
2 Industrial Designer Denmark Practice and Academia 
3 Industrial Design, Head Design 
Management BA 
Switzerland Practice and Academia 
4 Innovation Management Italy Academia 
5 Innovation Management Switzerland Academia 
6 Innovation Management Denmark Academia 
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7 Graphic Designer and Head of BA 
Design 
Switzerland Practice and Academia 
8 Innovation Management Sweden Practice 
9 Innovation Management Italy Academia 
Table 1: Qualitative interviews  
The interviews started with a general introduction of the researchers’ own experience 
of design practice moving into the field of innovation and the experience of having to 
deal with varying understandings of design. We then continued the interview by 
asking the interviewees about the reasons for the attraction between design and the 
field of innovation and about the central overlaps between design and innovation. 
Interviewees were asked to describe the relationship between design and innovation. 
This question was introduced by means of showing a conceptual map (figure 1).  
Figure 1: Conceptual map used in the interview to start the expert interviews 
The next set of questions was centred on the characterisation of the intersection of the 
design and innovation circles. To make the interviews consistent and comparable, 
while at the same time creating flexibility to identify interesting aspects, the 
interviews followed narrative principles, but used a list of key topics to inform follow-
up questions (Mack et al., 2005). As researching the perception of the intersection of 
design and innovation is by no means an easy task, we focused on elements that are 
regularly used to adequately portray a field or profession to an outside world, such as: 
• Competences required 
• Education (focus of curriculum)  
• Professional excellency  
• Additionally, the question of what design means in innovation was asked 
directly.  
  
INNOVATION DESIGN
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3.2 DATA ANALYSIS 
The data collected represented different positions and opinions. The qualitative data 
from the semi-structured expert interviews was organized in different data corpora 
and thereafter analysed in a uniform process. The coding procedure involved multiple 
interpreters in order to ensure credibility of the data analysis (Flick, 2009; Patton, 
2002) and increase interpretive validity (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Two researchers 
analysed the interview material. Additionally, the results were discussed with one 
additional researcher and within the context of a conference. 
In a first step, half of the material was manually coded according to the main themes 
of the interview of the interrelation between design and innovation ‘contrast’ 
(CONTRAST), ‘ambiguity’ of the term ((INTERPRETATION), and ‘conflicts’ 
(CONFLICTS). In a second step, the researchers exchanged material to repeat the 
process. Manual coding meant that each researcher went through the text and ascribed 
codes by marking fragments of interview text and indicating the code. Additionally, 
researchers also remained open for aspects to emerge from the material. In each of the 
main coding themes, themes and subthemes emerged in a bottom-up approach, which 
allowed for a definition of themes from the material (Lieblich et al., 1998). To reduce 
the influence of own recognition pattern on interpretive validity, the preliminary 
results were validated by sharing them with experts for commenting. This means that 
three of the respondents of the interview also commented on the preliminary results, 
thereby creating a replication logic between interviews (Yin, 1989). 
The first level coding allowed a consolidation of the data by labeling units of meaning 
(Miles and Huberman, 1994, 69). In the second step, explanatory ‘pattern codes’ (69) 
were defined. This involved an iterative refining of the initial findings by grouping 
first-level codes and related texts by the researchers. Table 2 below presents the 
themes and sub-themes. 
 
Main themes Sub-themes 
Innovation management  
Background 
Design is one step in 
innovation 
Design is one part of the innovation process 
 Design is giving shape to an idea 
 Design is describing formal and technical specification of a product 
 A problem-solving activity 
Fresh view They think differently 
 They observe in a different way 
 Diagnose issues   
Materialisation Design is particularly associated with prototyping 
 Design in innovation is materialisation 
Design background 
Design is innovation - 
substitution  
Design creates something new – is innovation 
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 Innovation is/ has always been part of design  
 Design without novelty is boring design, is plagiarism 
 Both fields are interested in creating something new 
Reframing Design is about deconstructing before constructing 
 Design tries to deconstruct a given frame  
 Constructs meaningful frames 
 Tries to understand the boundaries of a solution space 
 Aims to understand underlying objectives 
No standard assessment No standard output measure 
 No absolute good or bad design 
 Users prioritize different features 
 Assessment is contextually dependent 
Visionary Design is about envisioning future products 
 Design is about putting a vision out into the world 
Cross-field background 
Design is part of every 
step of innovation 
Integrate perspectives  
 Design does not necessarily include innovation 
 Design prototypes act as boundary objects 
Success factor Attractiveness of design from best practice examples   
 Traditional innovation frameworks cannot explain success of design 
products 
Change Design represents a new form of integration 
 Design a new organisation 
 Need to develop design competence in organisations 
Process Design is managing a process – with feedback-loops 
 Similar process approaches exist in other fields 
 Interactivity is not design specific 
Language Design is giving shape – it is about communication 
 Design is giving meaning to new things 
 Help people understand each other 
 Develop a shared language - provide boundary objects 
Table 2: Overview of explanatory patterns codes with themes and sub-themes 
4. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
We investigated the consequences of distinguishing between different roles of 
designers in innovation. Empirical data showed that there are three main perspectives 
of the role of the designer in innovation: the innovation management perspective, the 
design perspective, and the cross-field perspective. Each perspective interprets design 
and the role of the designer in innovation differently; essentially, three dimensions 
emerged as distinguishing elements:  1) The relationship between design and 
innovation, 2) the role of design and the designer, and 3) the role of materialisation 
for the innovation process. 
Table 3 presents selected statements made by the respondents in the nine interviews 
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when reflecting on these three dimensions, organised according to the three 
perspectives diagnosed in this article.  
 
 Innovation mgmt. 
perspective 
Design perspective Cross-field perspective 
Ty
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I think that you actually 
should have a designer in the 
team, because they think 
differently. […] They observe 
things in a totally different 
way. So, they can sit and just 
observe people and see, oh 
this is an issue” (Innovation 
Manager) 
 
If design is form-giving, then 
the intersection is the area 
where materialisation is 
taking place.  
(Innovation Manager) 
  
 
 
[…]  you start to sketch and 
create something – which is 
not plagiarism – has always 
been part of design. Because 
if you don’t create something 
new, you are a boring 
designer.  (Graphic designer) 
 
 
There is no innovation 
without design, because you 
have to transfer your idea 
first of all to yourself and 
then to others. (Innovation 
Manager) 
 
They follow many, many 
inspirations and then they go 
directly to something that is a 
prototype – something that 
has a language. (Innovation 
Manager) 
  
You can get that [iterative 
process] from innovation 
literature – you can get it 
very simply from software 
literature, from agile project 
management, or you take – a 
trendier approach – a design 
thinking process. And this 
belongs neither to innovation 
nor to design. (Innovation 
Manager) 
 
THE PERCEIVED ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE DESIGNER IN INNOVATION PROCESSES 
 
11 
 
 
 
Ro
le
 o
f d
es
ig
n 
an
d 
th
e 
de
sig
ne
r i
n 
in
no
va
tio
n  
 
Design is a problem-solving 
activity for a narrow and 
pretty technically oriented 
part of the innovation 
process. […] Design is one 
part of the innovation 
process. (Innovation 
Manager) 
 
So [innovation] starts with an 
idea and ends with something 
that is working. In between 
the idea and the thing that is 
working, you have design. 
You need to design a product. 
The idea has to become 
realised. The idea of 
amazon.com that has 
changed the bookselling 
world, that had to be 
realised. (Innovation 
Manager) 
  
 [Design is about] developing 
and describing the formal 
and technical specifications 
of a product. (Innovation 
Manager) 
  
 
Design is about 
deconstructing, before 
constructing. So, whatever 
frame you are given, you try 
to deconstruct the frame in 
order to construct a 
meaningful frame, because 
[…] we would like to 
understand the reason for the 
boundary. Why is the 
boundary here? 
 (Industrial designer) 
 
[…] you have to know the 
basis on which the [design] 
work is build in order to be 
able to make a judgment 
about it […] – you need to 
define your own criteria for 
each work – i.e. compare it 
with other types of similar 
work. (Graphic designer) 
 
We don’t measure the output 
[in terms of numbers]. It 
[design] is not an absolutely 
good design or an absolutely 
bad design.  
(Industrial designer) 
 
[As a designer], you have to 
imagine how people could 
give meaning to new things. 
(Innovation Manager) 
 
Design is something that has 
to do with every stage of 
innovation. 
My observation of over 20 
years of working with 
designers is that designers 
actually don’t have this 
competence. Designers are 
not empathetic. Instead, this 
aura of empathy was 
ascribed to them 
superficially– I don’t believe 
in it. (Industrial designer)  
 
[Yes] I mean there can be 
design without innovation. 
You can design something 
that is not innovative at all. 
(Innovation Manager) 
 
M
at
er
ia
lis
at
io
n  
 
If design is form-giving, 
then the intersection is the 
area where materialisation 
is taking place.  
(Innovation Manager) 
  
We use designers as 
consultants, when it is time 
for a prototype, they are 
usually called in.  
(Innovation Manager) 
  
 
This [design] is about 
envisioning […]. 
(Industrial Designer) 
 
 
[prototypes] can be 
boundary objects. [they] 
keep communication going. 
[…] this is about ‘managing’ 
– make a sort of process that 
includes feedback loops.  
(Innovation Manager) 
 
Table 3: Overview of selected statements made by the respondents reflecting on the 
dimensions of design in innovation.  
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
This article investigated the question of what are the consequences of distinguishing 
between different roles for designers in innovation? In line with existing research on 
design in innovation, we found that design and management is often viewed as 
including opposing values (e.g. Gloppen, 2009; Boland and Collopy, 2004; Liedtka 
and Mintzberg, 2006). However, in contrast to prevailing descriptions of the design-
innovation opposition, we presented and discussed a third, distinct perspective on the 
relationship. According to the type of experts involved, the resulting three 
perspectives were labelled the management perspective, the design perspective, and 
the cross-field perspective. Table 4 illustrates how each of them views design in 
innovation.  
 Management 
perspective  
Design perspective Cross-field perspective 
Ty
pe
 o
f 
re
la
tio
n  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 4: Illustration of the three different views of design in innovation, (adapted from 
Minder et al., 2014)  
In the management perspective, design is seen as one part, a step in the innovation 
process. Design is associated with form giving. As such, design is narrowed down to 
a quite technically oriented part of the innovation process. Hence, design refers to the 
formal and technical specifications of an innovation. Accordingly, the relationship 
between design and innovation emerges along materialisation – e.g. something ‘is 
realized’ or ‘an idea is beginning to take shape’.   
As expected, the design perspective contrasts with the management perspective. It 
suggests seeing design as equalling innovation. This perspective culminates in 
statements like ‘all design is innovation’ or ‘design without innovation is boring 
design’ – or ‘can be called plagiarism’. Equating design with innovation results in 
assigning much greater relevance to design in innovation. What constitutes design – 
from this perspective – is the re-framing practice: Designers necessarily challenge 
prevailing assumptions – e.g. about the frame of the project brief. Thus, this is also 
INNO
VATI
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D
ES
IG
N
D
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IG
N
D
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N
D
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N
DESIGN
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what design is associated with in innovation. The main concern is mentioned as 
opening up solution space. Materialisation accordingly is about provoking new ideas 
and expanding boundaries (e.g. ‘envisioning’ alternative future solutions).   
Our third perspective interferes with the propagated dichotomy of management vs. 
design (e.g. Liedtka, 2010; Gloppen, 2009). The cross-field perspective diagnosed in 
this article associates design primarily with language. The perspective is called cross-
field, as all experts here had both a background in innovation management AND 
design – we call them cross-field experts. According to them, design is not one step 
in innovation (as seen in the management perspective), but associated with finding the 
right language – e.g. to ‘translate ideas for yourself and others’. It is about imagining 
how ‘people could give meaning to new things’. As such, this perspective opposes 
most of the above assumptions. Design, from this perspective, is not primarily about 
a more open, iterative process model, as this could be drawn from software literature 
– e.g. from agile project management Also, such cross-field experts can definitely see 
design without innovation – but no innovation without design, as every idea needs to 
be communicated to others. The role of design here is therefore different from the 
others described above: it is associated with being a part of every step of the 
innovation process.  
Each perspective holds different interpretation of how design is related to innovation. 
The role and responsibility of design and the designer differ and, finally, ideas about 
innovation differ. For example, while the source of innovation in the management 
perspective is primarily located in technology, the design perspective emphasizes re-
framing as source for innovation. Additionally, the innovation challenges that can be 
met by collaborating with designers also differ fundamentally (from giving form, to 
enacting creativity, to finding an appropriate language).  
Prevailing descriptions relate design in innovation primarily to different aspects of 
innovation management (de Mozota, 2003) or to different levels of influence that 
design can have in firms (e.g. manufacturing design or the integration of design as 
strategy) (Danish Design Institute, 2001; Buchanan, 2001; Ward et al., 2009). Also, 
design is often related to different roles for design in product and service development 
(Perks and Cooper, 2005; Manzini, 2015) – or different phases of innovation, such as 
ideation or implementation (i.e. Brown, 2008; Kelley, 2001). Accepting how the role 
of design changes, according to people’s professional backgrounds means 
acknowledging different practical realities in design and innovation management. 
Thus, it allows us to see the reason for some of the fundamental misunderstandings 
emerging within and between both disciplines, rather than emphasizing a clear 
opposition between supposedly distinct disciplines – management and design.  
We argue that the propagated dichotomy between design and innovation (as useful as 
it might be for the development of the fields) also hides certain overlaps, emerging 
professional identities (e.g. that of a cross-field expert), and correspondence between 
the two fields. An iterative process, for example, can be found in both fields, and 
exploration is practiced in different ways in both practices. However, the imposition 
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of two separate, opposing fields would seem to make it difficult to see this 
correspondence. An important contribution of this article is therefore the finding that 
this blindness to possible similarities may actually be part of what makes it difficult 
to tie in with existing practices and principles when transferring design to business 
contexts. We invite follow-up studies focusing on the potential of focusing on 
correspondences between the two fields to better transfer design into business 
contexts. From this perspective, the emphasis on any one particular aspect of the 
design logic, such as ‘abduction’ (Kolko, 2003) or ‘meaning making’ as key for design 
driven innovation (Verganti, 2003/2009), emerges as contributing to the creation of 
two separate, interdependent worlds, rather than searching for elements that unify the 
practice of the two. Having said that, the ‘logic of design’ discussion translates into a 
natural reaction to the (maybe) unfriendly takeover of design through management, 
but also into a reaction that is to some extent homemade: It is a natural reaction to 
some of the misunderstandings about design in the business context, and it can be 
considered homemade in the sense that the emphasized particularities decrease 
opportunities for a ‘friendly’ conversation across disciplines, as they reinforce the 
borders between them: Emphasizing the particularities of the ‘designerly ways’ 
(Cross, 2007) also contributes to seeing two separate fields. In other words, while the 
discussion around design in innovation may improve acknowledgement of the 
opportunities and challenges at the interface of design and innovation, it 
simultaneously contributes to the construction of opposition. The article contributes 
by presenting the description of a particular design logic and roles for designers as 
part of a mechanism, which particularly reinforces the separation between the 
management and design, rather than maybe fostering the expansion of the design field 
into the domain of design for innovation or organisational and societal transformation.  
Going back to the starting question about the consequences of distinguishing different 
roles for designers in innovation, our results indicate that the emphasis on separate 
design reasoning and the knowledge of designers has led to a common misperception 
that we are dealing with two disconnected, separate fields. Junginger (2014) has 
pointed to the need to acknowledge design principles, methods and practices already 
existing in management practice of organisations (e.g. giving shape and form to 
products and services) to embed design in organisation. It appears that discussing 
individual understandings of design and understandings of management can support 
seeing correspondences between the two. Further investigations are needed to test this 
insight in the practice of collaboration with designers.  A limitation of this research is 
that it still draws on data gathered from a limited number of respondents over a limited 
timeframe. We therefore also invite further qualitative studies looking at the 
consequences of distinguishing between different roles for designers in innovation 
across different groups to see how these understandings develop over time and in 
different contexts.
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A note to the reader 
The framework used in this paper differs from the framework used in the thesis in the 
sense that the collaboration with designers is linked to facilitation of innovation 
projects. Facilitation has a clear equivalent in the framework of the thesis in that it is 
represented as one level of the attractiveness of designers in the research framework. 
Thus, it can be regarded as a part of one side of the design-innovation paradox – where 
the collaboration is seen as an attractive opportunity to increase creativity and adopt 
more open innovation process approaches. Facilitation is divided into process input 
and creative input by designers - in this paper.   
THE PERCEIVED ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE DESIGNER IN INNOVATION PROCESSES 
THE DESIGNER AS FACILITATOR OF 
MULTIDISCIPLINARY INNOVATION 
PROJECTS  
Designers increasingly facilitate multidisciplinary innovation 
projects. The user-centred design approach offers the opportunity to 
increase idea generation, co-creation and multidisciplinary exchange 
and convey more flexible and open innovation process approaches 
(Burns, 2006). However, we have little knowledge about how the 
designer as facilitator influences these innovation projects. This 
becomes however more and more important, as more open and 
networked innovation have become prominent innovation paradigms 
(Chesbrough, 2003). This paper explores the contribution that 
designers bring into multidisciplinary settings. It is based on 
empirical data from three case studies. It contributes to extant 
literature on designers as facilitators by identifying the interplay 
between different levels of creative facilitation as moderating factor 
for the fulfilment level of the collaboration. We propose, to include 
the balancing of this interplay as additional input of facilitating 
designers. 
1. INTRODUCTION
Collaboration with the designers offers an opportunity to facilitate boundary spanning 
creativity, and innovation through the transfer of an innovation process approach, 
which is more flexible and open than for example a linear stage-gate approach (Burns, 
2006). Burns (2006) argues that it is particularly the need to increase self-reflection, 
and adopt more open and creative ways to innovate, which explains the high level of 
interest in collaboration with designers. Collaboration with the designer is different 
from promoting the more open design approach for non-designers through the design 
thinking method, as the focus lies on leading through a creative process, sparking new 
ideas or on starting to acknowledge the strength of more creative approaches from 
interaction with designers (Johansson Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2014), rather than on 
providing learning material and seminars for the adoption of the design approach for 
non-designers. The latter specifically focuses on the provision of method books (i.e. 
Hanington and Martin, 2012; Kumar, 2012; von Boeijen et al., 2013; Liedtka and 
Ogilvie 2011) design tool collections (i.e. IDEO Method cards and Toolkits, IDEO, 
2003/2009).  
1  
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However, in step with increasing acknowledgement of the designer as facilitator of 
multidisciplinary innovation settings, challenges have emerged related to what has 
been termed ‘opposing values’ between non-designers and designers (e.g. Gloppen, 
2009; Liedtka, 2010/2011). Liedtka (2010) for example emphasizes how the design 
approach opposes core values of the management world and can therefore lead to 
misunderstandings and conflicts in the collaboration with designers. The research 
question therefore states: How and why the designer as facilitator influences 
innovation projects? 
Different areas have different definitions of what a designer is. The term designer here 
refers to trained designers, as it is the design education where fundamental design 
principles and practices are established (Kimbell, 2012).  Two of the most influential 
elements of the design education are 1) the focus on creativity, and ingenuity (Copper, 
2003) and 2) the studio-based approach. The primary focus of the studio-based 
approach lies in learning from others and arriving at one’s own unique definitions of 
a problem (Rylander, 2009). In addition, learning within a studio approach is largely 
achieved by “doing” – making iterative “conceptual leaps” (Cruickshank, 2012:34), 
rather than by studying or analysing for example creativity and design (Lawson, 
2006). Hence, designers are trained to think in new terms and along divergent lines 
(Styhre and Eriksson, 2008). So, while there might be no common definition of the 
designer, a number of common characteristics of designers become apparent, which 
are established in design education. These characteristics include for example 
creativity, mental flexibility, and the ability to initiate and navigate open processes of 
exploration. These characteristics are often difficult to imitate by non-designers 
through the simple use of design tools. 
Discussing the collaboration with designers in multidisciplinary innovation projects 
entails a clear understanding of these projects. The first part of the term ‘innovation’ 
is associated with the successful development and implementation of novel ideas (e.g. 
Mumford and Gustafson, 1988; Kutzberg and Amabile, 2001) in the form of, new 
products, services, or processes (Fagerberg, 2005). Projects can be described as 
temporary undertakings, with a clear starting point and ending (PMBOK@guide, 
2013). As for ‘multidisciplinary’, it is associated with the inclusion of a variety of 
different experts from different fields (such as academia, industry, NGO etc.) 
(Ratcheva, 2009). Innovation projects are therefore here considered boundary 
spanning undertakings with a clear starting point and ending, aiming at the 
development and implementation of novel ideas. Usually multidisciplinary innovation 
projects, which include designers aim at improving idea generation and accelerating 
innovation processes (e.g. Bason, 2017), e.g. in multidisciplinary workshops (e.g. 
Kodama, 2015). Facilitating of such multidisciplinary workshops through the 
designer is particularly associated with helping multidisciplinary groups from 
different fields to develop their creativity, and to develop novel products and services 
through influencing the format of an event, and through the provision of participatory 
methods and tools (e.g. Brown, 2008; Kelley, 2001). 
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Birchall et al. (2007) propose five different levels of facilitation, which focus on 
optimizing groups’ characteristics in relation to a) their objectives, b) their problem-
solving process, c) group composition, and d) dynamics and emotions (e.g. trust and 
confidence) (Birchall, 2007, 315). However, perspectives on the type of contributions 
created through designers differ. Extant scholarly work on creative input through 
designers includes two main perspectives – and corresponding concepts of creativity. 
We call them the process and the creative input perspective. The process perspective 
emphasizes structuring group work processes, e.g. making sure that everyone gets to 
contribute and decisions are made or postponed. The focus lies on the value of ‘mass 
creativity, and on creativity understood as inherently human capability – rather than a 
competence of only educated designers (Tassoul, 2012:39-52). Scholars (Tassoul, 
2012) suggests to distinguish between four levels of creative facilitation: 
• Project management  
• Creativity tools, methods and techniques  
• Information finding  
• Acceptance finding 
‘Project management’ includes organizing for all the steps of a creative session, 
including selection of participants, creating adequate conditions, enabling joint 
definition of goals and evaluation of what has been delivered. ‘Creativity tools, 
methods and techniques’ are provided for idea generation and divergent thinking and 
for re-framing of problems. ‘Information finding’ includes finding extra information, 
which supports creative sessions. This also includes, what Manzini (2015) calls 
mapping and amplifying existing ressources. ‘Acceptance finding’ refers to 
generating acceptance of novel ideas to relevant stakeholders (Tassoul, 2012). We 
will use these categories in the analytical framework of this paper. Facilitating 
creativity of others has also been emphasized in the concept of ‘infrastructuring’ 
(Bjögvinsson et al. 2012), where the focus lies on creating appropriate structures to 
facilitate on-going community innovation. In this perspective, the main trigger for 
including designers is therefore their experience with more open-ended, flexible 
innovation development processes and culture. They are associated with agents of the 
necessary process approach to support creative interaction – e.g. through focusing on 
making things during all phases of the process (Sanders and Stappers, 2008) and 
alignment of business values with what customers or users value in their lives 
(Sangiorgi and Junginger, 2015). The influence of designers’ own creativity on other 
aspects of multidisciplinary projects has largely been ignored in this concept of 
facilitating. 
The creative inputs perspective focuses on creativity in facilitation as influence of the 
co-creation process – e.g. through coming up with creative ideas or giving shape to 
other people's ideas e.g. “[…] to keep what is special about it and to make it workable 
and feasible […]” (Tassoul, 2012:17). The emphasis lies on the value of the creative 
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content contributed by the designer. Creativity is therefore understood as an ability, 
which is particularly available to trained professionals – to someone who has had 
many opportunities to learn how to innovate – e.g.  train and develop agility to perform 
necessary conceptual leaps (Cruickshank, 2012) and work with aesthetics and visual 
forms (Kimbell, 2009). Examples of creative inputs of designers include critical 
design proposition, which can initiate self-reflection and creativity through alternative 
presentation of known facts (e.g. Bowen, 2007; Dunne, 1999; Dunne and Raby, 2001, 
Simonsen and Robertson, 2013).  Studies therefore particularly point to correlation 
between the inclusion of designers and the openness of the participants to see more 
and to see differently (Barry and Meisiek, 2010). Also, it is in particularly 
acknowledged that designers bring in practices, objects and a logic from a different 
world (Johansson-Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2014), which often leads to an increase in 
energy levels and action. “It is striking that participants very often use the word 
“energy” to refer to the experience of artistic interventions and the interaction with 
artists in particular (Berthoin-Antal and Strauss, 2013:31). The authors specifically 
refer the increase in energy in relation to how artists and designers deal with different 
types of resistance – e.g. it becomes a source of energy (ibid). 
1.1 ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 
Combining the above insights, extant scholarly work on facilitation through designers 
indicates six dimensions of designerly facilitation, of which four are related to process 
facilitation and two are related to creative inputs. 
Table 1 provides an overview of these six facilitation specific dimensions of 
designers’ activities. It provides a description of the contribution, main methods, tools 
and aim of the facilitation work and organises them in the two categories (process and 
creative input). We will use this framework to analyse empirical data in relation to the 
question of how and why the designer as facilitator influences innovation projects – 
e.g. relating these empirical data to different facilitation levels and 
components.  
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Dimensions of facilitation co-creation through designers 
 
  Contribution of the 
designer 
Main methods and 
techniques 
Aim of facilitation 
Process 
 
1 Project management 
 
Organising different 
steps 
Manage group and 
spaces 
 
Leading through flexible 
open-ended co-creation 
process 
Manage group composition 
 2 Creative methods and 
techniques 
 
Introducing creative 
methods and techniques 
Setting up rules and 
culture for creative 
interaction 
 
New insights  
 
3 Provide external 
Information 
 
Searching information 
and identifying 
categories 
Inspire, Increase of energy 
 
4 Create acceptance  
 
 
Joint identification of 
problem and of 
evaluation criteria 
 
 
Preparing implementation  
Creative 
input 
5 Creativity 
 
Critical design 
proposition 
Creative attitude 
 
Initiate self-reflection  
Spark new ideas 
Inspire new visions  
 
 6 Aesthetic and visual 
competences 
 
Visual and 3D artefacts 
 
Support joint exploration 
practice 
Transform ideas of other  
Find new connections  
 
Table 1: Overview over the contribution, main methods, tools and aim of 
facilitation as viewed in the two perspectives. 
These dimensions share the aim of conveying a more open, creative work approach 
for co-creation of innovation. While they may be theoretically separated, practice 
often involves a variety of different dimensions.  
2. METHODOLOGY 
2.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 
This study is based on the assumption that designers influence creativity, reflection 
and openness in multidisciplinary innovation projects. The case study method was 
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identified to be the most adequate research strategy, as it allows for investigating “[…] 
a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, when the boundaries between 
the phenomenon and the context are not evident” (Yin, 1989:23).  We studied the 
collaboration with designers in the real-life contexts of three particular innovation 
projects. The study focused on the collaboration experience of nine non-designers and 
of three designers. We used theoretical sampling to define the number of necessary 
interviews and stopped adding information when learning diminished (Sutton and 
Callahan, 1987). 
2.2 DATA SOURCES 
The study combines a set of three different cases (i.e. different contexts, goals and 
perceived benefits of facilitation work), as we want to contrast different innovation 
projects to reveal different levels of designers’ facilitation. A purposeful sample of 
cases was selected to provide material rich in information for the research of this paper 
focusing on the designer as facilitator of innovation projects. Selection criteria were: 
• The designer is included as innovation facilitator for a specific innovation 
challenge and have different design backgrounds (e.g. product design and 
communication design) 
• Experts and external partners from different disciplines and realms are 
included 
• Projects aim at improving and accelerating innovation processes and output 
• Projects represent different sectors and contexts (including different goals 
and means) 
• Projects represent different duration and levels of fulfilment of the 
collaboration with designers 
• Projects represent different group sizes to represent different types of 
facilitation effort 
Criteria, which we used to evaluate facilitation work (high fulfilment, middle, low), 
were based on typical goals for collaboration (e.g. growing complexity of decision 
making and networked organisational forms) Birchall et al. (2007:314) – but also 
represent evaluate facilitation in relation to the general benefit of the collaboration. 
We used the following criteria:  
a) What was the level of perceived benefit? 
b) Did the project result in … 
c) direct decision making or in innovation?  
d) individual and group learning 
e) action taking and better decision-making process (i.e. faster, while still 
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getting support from involved experts)  
Table 2 provides an overview of the rating: 
Case Total 
perceived 
benefit 
Individual 
and group 
learning 
Team 
performance 
Decision 
making and 
action 
taking 
Overall rating 
A mixed yes Yes yes High 
fulfilment 
B high partly partly yes Middle 
fulfilment 
C low no No no Low fulfilment 
Table 2: Ranking of the collaboration with designers. 
The purpose of including a case on low perceived benefit, was to correlate different 
types of designers’ facilitation work with different collaboration fulfilment.  
The study included three different contexts with corresponding innovation experience: 
1) Medical clinic for psychologically impaired patients (project A), 2) cultural context 
(project B), 3) IT-development start-up. While innovation development and processes 
were part of the start-up’s identity (i.e. proficiency with agile development processes), 
the clinic and the museums where less familiar with implemented innovation 
processes. Both clinic and the included museums contain highly specialized 
departments and respective domain experts (involving respective terminologies, 
standards and believes). Similarly, diversity of participants varied: while project C 
mostly involved people from IT-development, users and academics, project A and B 
included experts from many different professional backgrounds, which led to an 
increased focus on understanding of different perspectives.  
 
Project Context  Participants 
(function) 
Innovation 
experience 
Innovation 
culture 
A Clinical context 
(Privacy 
requirements for 
hospital rooms) 
Head of the 
clinic, head of 
consortium, 
senior 
physicians, 
senior nursing 
staff, and a 
patient. 
Low 
association 
with 
standardized 
innovation 
process. 
Improvement and 
innovative services 
is part of self-
understanding in the 
clinical context. 
CEO standing in for 
continuous 
improvement and 
innovation. 
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B Museum context 
(Social Web for 
museums work) 
 
Changing 
delegates from 
five different 
museums 
(educational 
staff, marketing 
staff CEO, 
curator) 
Low 
association 
with 
standardized 
innovation 
process. 
Collaboration 
between 
departments and 
avant-garde project 
work is often of 
daily business (i.e. 
for exhibitions). 
Depending on 
innovation approach 
of head of the 
museum. 
C IT-
Development-
context (Further 
Development of 
online Mail- and 
communication-
platform)  
head of the 
company, IT-
Developers and 
Users 
Highly 
experienced 
Systematised 
innovation culture is 
part of the 
organisation’s 
identity (i.e. 
implementation of 
agile management 
approach) 
Table 3: Characteristics of projects in terms of context, participants, innovation experience- 
and culture 
Additionally, projects where selected as to represent different duration and scope, 
configuration of project group, and embedment of project in greater strategy or 
processes. The purpose of selecting projects with different characteristics was to be 
able to generate insights from contrasting similar facilitating work of designers, in 
different context under different conditions. The different settings (e.g. different 
financial commitment) were considered through separate analyse of the cases. 
2.3 DATA COLLECTION  
Evaluating the influence of the designer as facilitator on multidisciplinary innovation 
projects is not a clear-cut task. The three cases with different characteristics in terms 
of group, project type and project outcome, will help to generate rich empirical data. 
They followed different approaches of facilitation: Project A, mainly used user 
research, collaborative design activities and analytical discussion. Project B focused 
on co-design, joint mapping (of images, text etc.) and the facilitation of fruitful 
discussions (i.e. through propositions and reports). Project C used design games to 
tease out unfamiliar thoughts and create a competitive atmosphere, in order to 
emphasize a joyful exploration of the subject. All projects shared the aim of increasing 
creativity and boundary spanning between disciplines to accelerate and improve 
innovation processes.  
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Empirical data was gathered through twelve problem-centred interviews. The 
interviews aimed at gathering perspectives of the designers and of project participants. 
Case study A involved one interview with the designer and three interviews with 
participants (CEO, domain expert and user). Case study B involved six interviews 
with delegates from the five museums (4 project managers from marketing and 
communication and/or education, one CEO and one curator) and one interview with 
the designer. Case C involved two interviews (one designer, one CEO). All designers 
were experienced professional with a background in service- or product design, thus 
have a strong focus on user-centred methodologies and system-oriented approach.   
Figure 1: Images from workshop activities in project A.  
All interviews were conducted between November 2013 and December 2014 – or 2 
months to 1 ½ year after the projects had been carried through. This allowed for a 
retrospect perspective, which focuses on overall problems and contributions by the 
designer, rather than letting minor process issues block the overall impression. 
Problem-centred interviews focus on experiences, perception and reflections on a 
particular topic issue or themes (Witzel, 1985). To do that problem-centred interviews 
focus on gathering data on the experience(s) and stories of the interviewees, which 
allows for the interviewees to bring up individual themes and narrative recounting 
(Witzel, 1985:236; Flick, 2009). This approach allowed us to keep the interview 
PAPER II: THE DESIGNER AS FACILITATOR OF MULTIDISCIPLINARY INNOVATION PROJECTS 
 
 
 
 
10 
focused on a specific problem, while keeping an open dialog. Focus themes included 
the different phases of the project, the role and functions of participants, as well as the 
purpose of involving designers. This allowed for example for the identification of 
characteristics of the different settings in which the facilitation took place and 
collaboration motivation. 
2.4 DATA ANALYSIS 
As the overall idea of the interviews was to discuss existing theory across different 
settings, we approached the interview material with predefined categories, which 
emerged from reviewing existing literature. These categories are: process, creative 
input (table 1). However, we also remained open for themes to emerge from the 
material, leading to ‘interplay’ as additional category.  
To be able to gain deep understanding of the facilitation through the designer we 
organized the interview material according to the three different cases. Interviews 
were analysed separately, but in a uniform procedure. Additionally, we analysed 
interviews with designers separately. Predefined categories guided the analysis, in 
order to efficiently label data and speed up analysis – but left room for the emergence 
of additional aspects and for redefinition of codes when they appeared to be unsuitable 
or overly abstract (Miles and Hubermann, 1994:65-69). The cross-case analysis 
involved drawing up maps, which allowed explaining the relationship between several 
codes (second level codes) (Miles and Huberman, 1994; 70-71).  In order to assure 
validity of the case study, the authors discussed findings with one of the involved 
designers. 
3. FINDINGS 
The thematic network of the different data sets revealed correspondences in how the 
combination of different levels of facilitation influence fulfilment. There is a general 
consensus amongst the interviewees that designers bring in a new, fresh perspective 
and can help generate support for novel ideas. Also, the empirical data shows 
designers’ facilitation involves both levels of facilitation described in the framework. 
3.1 PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
Designers were engaged in project management.  As the CEO in case A emphasized: 
“You would not feel obliged to participate. It was well communicated, organized - 
over a longer period of time” (case B, interviewee 10). Also, data showed that the 
focus on involving people was appreciated. A patient, who had been involved in co-
design sessions stated: “I really thought, it was brilliant. […] Really, that we finally 
had a say, was great” (case A, interviewee 11). Also, particularly people concerned 
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expressed hopes that through participating in the collaborative process initiated by the 
designer, things would change to the better: “I just hoped that this would lead to 
something that is better, than what is provided now in the double rooms” (case A, 
interviewee 11). 
3.2 CREATIVE METHODS AND TECHNIQUES 
By inviting practitioners from the same industry as participants for a joint innovation 
project, non-designers engaged in opinions of other organisations. In project B much 
of the orientation provided through designers happened through contrasting dissimilar 
perspectives of participants. One of the participants of case B reported: “I still 
remember the guy from the museum x. He had his own opinion. […]  This was strongly 
affecting me: it strengthened my awareness for the necessity of developing a stance 
(case B, interviewee 1).  
The study showed that designers ensured more open work approach through reflective 
process steps and methods. He explained: “I think this was an essential point: […] 
that it created free space for reflection, which does not have its place in daily routine 
[…] Free space for me is, to remove yourself from daily routines, from business. It is 
too move away from the this-is-how-it-always-was-approach. And similarly, to move 
away from the “I-know-everything-better-than-anyone-else-attitude (case B, 
interviewee 3). Conversely, the different work approach could also provoke defensive 
reactions, as designers seemed to have all the answers. As one of the participants 
explained: “I had the impression that you [designers] did have preconceived ideas 
about how things had to be. […] (case B, interviewee 2). 
3.3 PROVIDE EXTERNAL INFORMATION 
Data showed that by inviting influential, well networked experts, designers also put 
importance on up-to date relevant practice. This was acknowledged by participants, 
e.g. by pointing to how well networked they were. A participant also explained: “They 
were not traditional inputs, in the sense of mere lecturers. Instead, these where people 
from the street – so to say. (case B, interviewee 5). The external practitioners 
presented a variety of different examples, which operated as an initial guide to find a 
way to approach the new topic-field through comparison. As one of the participants 
explained: “The case examples showed me a way of dealing with social media, from 
which I was able to adapt my own approach (case, B, interviewee 6). At the same 
time, these examples challenged non-designers to engage with a distant reality that 
operated in different, more explorative ways: “And I think, this was also the message, 
which was brought to us by the experts in the workshops: «Try it out. Just do it»” 
(ibid).  
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3.4 CREATE ACCEPTANCE FOR NOVEL IDEAS AND FOR THE 
MORE OPEN INNOVATION APPROACH 
Emphasising the provisional character of ideas was a core strategy to give control, 
which in turn increased trust in the open process approach. Data showed that 
conceptual prototypes for example emphasized the preliminary character of ideas 
(open for further development), and increased acceptance of the development process. 
A participant from project A stated: “I did not have the impression that we gave away 
everything at once. Instead, this is still just a project […]  it can be continuously 
analysed and commented on. This is still not carved in stone […]” (case A, 
interviewee 10). The study also showed that participatory approaches helped create 
acceptance of novel ideas. For example, it was acknowledged that ‘taking people into 
account through welcoming and integrating critical comments’ limited opposition 
(case A, interviewee 9). Moreover, the study showed that insights from user studies 
served as means to demonstrate appropriateness of solutions. The designer from 
project A explained: “And there [from the evaluation] you can see that the concept of 
the modular cocoon had had good ratings from the beginning.” (case A, interviewee 
8). Moreover, the study showed that to substantiate creative ideas, the designer needed 
to be able to demonstrate ‘that he knew what he was talking about’. As an informant 
of case A summarized: “We realized […] that the designer knew what she was talking 
about. She also had involved studies from the United States and had enough 
experience (case A, interviewee 9). Also, designers were very much aware of the 
effect of material, which helped to substantiate claims made in a proposition. As the 
designer from case A explained: “And then, physicians do like empirical studies – [it’s 
good] when you can evidence something like that” (ibid.). 
Creating acceptance for the process approach also involved generating recognition for 
the designer as innovation process consultants. One of the involved CEOs tellingly 
explained: “What proved to become one of the key moments, was when [the designer] 
immediately knew what the situation was all about. She knew exactly what the 
patient’s problem was and she probably saw what the problems of the clinic were, 
linked to these room situations” (case A, interviewee 9). Reverse reactions 
additionally support this finding: I think in the very first meeting I experienced this 
great gap. There was a lot of terminology confusion. […] [I thought] this is not going 
to work” (case B, interviewee 2). Similarly, lacking of understanding was the reason 
for a frustrated project partner in project C: “I did think the workshop coordinator still 
had not understood the product. They did not know it well enough. And that was a 
disadvantage for them because they did not see themselves [as user] in there” (case 
C, interviewee 12).  
Demonstrating competence also involved to be able to include everyone in the process 
– irrespective of rank: “She was able to include everyone in the discussion and into 
the project – irrespective of position - patients, medical specialists, nursing- or 
cleaning staff. And I think it was this approach, which led to the project not 
encountering any substantial resistance” (case A, Interviewee 9). Moreover, it 
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involved being able to address pressing questions. One of the informants of case B 
stated: “It was a moment where we had become aware of the increasing importance 
of the topic. […] But where it was still not clear, what it is, how this comes about” 
(case B, interviewee 5). 
Finally, seemingly fix ideas about process and methods lowered perceived 
competence of the designer. As one of the participants in project B stated: “I also did 
get the impression that the designers had preconceived ideas about how things had to 
be. Instead we were the partners from practice. […] This was a difficult moment (Case 
B, interviewee 2). Similarly, another informant summarized. “The effect was, that we 
tested some [innovation] method […] and did not identify improvements for the 
product at hand” (case C, interviewee 5).  
3.5 CREATIVITY 
Facilitation through the designer was clearly associated with bringing in a fresh view. 
An informant from project C tellingly described: “You are yourself in a sort of tunnel: 
A tunnel vision, where you know that something else is outside the tunnel, but you are 
not able to see it. And people that know very little, don't have this tunnel vision (case 
C, interviewee 13). Data showed that designers were associated with this outside view. 
Also, the study made clear that the compilation of rich inputs was perceived as fun 
journey: “I think it was an adventure. One where you start and have no clue. You dive 
into a different world. […] (case B, interviewee 3). Similarly, the presentation of 
attractive and novel propositions operated as means to create excitement about new 
prospects: “[…] […] You could look at the material. It was really thrilling. And you 
could really get an idea. We were presented plans and illustrations” (case A, 
interviewee 10). Conversely, to many creative inputs were perceived as over-
powering, as one of the participants summarized: “Of course, the guided tour was 
amazing. But it also contained the danger that you would get carried away a bit […]” 
(case B, interviewee 2). Also, creative inputs sometimes blocked straight-forward 
improvement of particular products. A CEO explained: “I received a mail of one of 
the participants saying: […] As there was no possibility to place comments […] I 
hereby provide you with my thought on the product […].” (case C, interviewee 13). 
3.6 VISUAL AND AESTHETIC COMPETENCE 
Visual and aesthetic competences, which normally would be strongly associated with 
the designers’ role were not explicitly mentioned in the interviews. A possible 
explanation for it could be that from the perspective of the partners it was not of 
importance for the outcome of the collaboration.  Another possible explanation is that 
visual and aesthetic competences of designers appear self-evident that they are not 
worth mentioning.  
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3.7 INTERPLAY  
Apart from the above described contributions, the paper identified interplay as 
additional dimension. Designers involved relevant people to access new insights. 
Simultaneously, their ability to include everyone irrespective of their rank, operated 
as guarantee for their consultant authority for effective co-creation processes. Data 
showed that the combination of inclusion as source for novel ideas and as means to 
win people over operated as catalyst to strengthen the belief in a more open, 
collaborative approach in general and the designers’ innovation competence in 
particular. Also, the study made clear that generating exciting experiences, if not 
moderated by adequate process management can actually hinder, rather than promote 
the exploration process, because experience can be overpowering or create unrealistic 
and later unfulfilled hope for rapid improvement. It seems that some designers are 
good at orchestrating both the creation of pioneering spirit through powerful visions 
and establish meaningful inclusion – others less skilled in coordinating the interplay.  
4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
The paper aimed at answering the research question of “how and why does facilitation 
through the designer influences innovation projects?”. Three key themes emerged 
from the analyses of the interviews. They are summarized in the sub-sections bellow.  
As shown in the analytical framework, facilitating through designers involves input 
on the process level and on creative input level. The empirical data shows that 
designers are involved in aspects from both dimensions from the analytical 
framework. Table 4 displays examples, and gives an overview of the interplay 
dimension, which emerged from this study. ‘No mention’ of the aesthetic and visual 
competences of designers may come as a surprise, as typically, creating a shared 
language or vision that all participants understand, through visualisations and other 
artefacts is very much associated with the collaboration with designers (e.g. Manzini, 
2015; Ewenstein, 2009; Dorst, 2011). One explanation for this, is that visual artefact 
are perceived as a natural part of the collaboration with designers.  
 
  Contribution of the 
designer 
Main methods and 
techniques 
Aim of facilitation 
Process 
 
1 Project management 
 
Ensure voluntary 
character of 
involvement 
Good communication 
Good organisation 
Organize participation 
 
Create hope for change 
Create trust in a well-organised, 
voluntary process 
 
 2 Creative methods 
and techniques 
 
Meeting of different 
practitioners 
Enable engagement with 
different opinions 
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Introduce creative 
ways of approaching 
problems  
Create distance to everyday 
routines Encourage self-
reflection and provide 
orientation  
3 Provide external 
Information 
Invite influential, well-
networked experts 
Have experts comment 
different case 
examples 
Highlight relevance of current 
practice 
Provide initial guide to current 
practice 
Provoke engagement with 
distant reality 
4 Create acceptance  Giving control through 
emphasising 
preliminary character 
of ideas  
Present attractive 
propositions 
Provide insights from 
user studies 
Demonstrate expertise 
and process 
competence 
Address pressing 
question 
Create acceptance in the 
process approach 
Create acceptance of novel 
ideas  
Demonstrate appropriateness of 
ideas 
Substantiate creative ideas 
through expertise 
Creative 
input 
5 Creativity Fresh perspective, 
outside view 
Creative propositions 
Critical design 
proposition 
Creative attitude 
Enable to see more (outside the 
tunnel) 
Balance creative inputs with 
the need to develop concrete 
improvements 
Create excitement 
6 Aesthetic and visual 
competences 
Not explicitly 
mentioned 
Inter
play 
7 Balance Involve people, 
irrespective of their 
rank 
Inclusion as source for 
novel ideas AND as 
means to generate 
support 
Generate new insights 
Guarantee innovation 
process authority 
Strengthen belief in a 
more open, collaborative 
approach 
Exciting experience 
moderated with 
adequate process 
management  
Avoid over-powering 
distraction, generate 
focus 
Table 4: Adapted framework of dimensions of designers’ facilitation 
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4.1 COORDINATING DIFFERENT FUNCTIONS OF THE SAME 
DESIGN METHODS 
Multileveled functions of design tools were evident in all cases.  Regarding the use of 
prototypes for example, the study demonstrated that they also operated as agent of a 
more open approach (e.g. Burns, 2006; Meroni and Sangiorgi, 2011). The study made 
clear that emphasizing provisional state of propositions through preliminary 
prototypes, particularly increased acknowledgement of the more open process 
approach, as they exhibit process control, rather than just evoking fruitful discussions 
(e.g. Manzini, 2015). Acknowledging the dual function of provisional prototypes also 
increases our understanding of designers’ role and influence on innovation projects: 
They act as coordinator of different functions of design tools, at once evoking 
dialogues across disciplinary boundaries, while at the same time displaying 
provisional development state. In case A this involved careful alignment of prototype 
functions to particular process phase such as demonstrating interesting ideas (in phase 
one) – and selecting and developing promising prototypes (phase 2). The development 
of prototypes in case study B instead supported strategies building, which needed to 
be delineated from product prototypes. Case C did not use prototypes.  
Similarly, using evidence from user studies to support innovation ideas (Buur and 
Matthew, 2008; Manzini and Staszowski, 2013), was evident in several of the 
different cases, but could also serve other purposes, such as confirming and 
legitimizing ideas, e.g. providing logical arguments for novel ideas. In case A, which 
involved medical experts and scientists, for example, it operated as promotion of the 
scientifically based character of developed ideas. Additionally, in case C, the 
involvement of future user particularly served as means to generate novel ideas. This 
highlights the significance of coordinating different understandings of the term ‘user 
studies’, rather than for example focusing on introducing participatory tools and 
methods (e.g. Simonsen and Robertson, 2013) or identifying resources, and 
generating acceptance of novel ideas (Manzini, 2015; Tassoul, 2012). 
4.2 NAVIGATING DIFFERENT DESIGN METHODS WITH THE 
SAME FUNCTION 
Designers were associated with bringing in fresh perspectives and an outside view.  
Examples of strategies to comply with this expectation in case B and C included 
bringing in contrasting practice examples, but also presenting compelling results from 
user studies. Similarly, a fresh perspective was attained through combining foreign 
methods. The study shows correlations between the level of fulfilment and the 
acceptance of the input combination: Depending on how useful these fresh 
perspectives operated with participants, the project was commented more or less 
positive.  Case C for example, which was on a low fulfilment level, included many 
questions about the appropriateness of the design game. The study also shows that 
enabling fresh ideas can be more or less suitable, depending on the type of 
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organisation and innovation process phase. In the cases we studied it was the 
organisations, which included a distinct agile management innovation culture, which 
also had clear ideas about appropriate time of contributing with fresh perspectives 
(case C). They had a shared history and understanding of innovation development, 
which strengthened the cohesion in the participant group, e.g. agreeing on the limited 
used of the method. For the understanding of designers’ influence this has several 
consequences. One is that designers need to manage usefulness of developed ideas for 
example in relation to different process phases. Another is that different tools 
potentially have the same function and therefore need to be purposefully combined to 
arrive at a logical progression of defined process steps and thus also increase 
acceptance of novel ideas (Tassouls, 2012). Demonstrating how different tools have 
similar purposes becomes even more important, when designers work with their own 
sets of continuously developed tools and methods, as the functions of these methods 
are often not completely apparent for non-designers. 
4.3 COMBINING FORCEFUL NEW VISIONS WITH PROCESS 
MANAGEMENT  
The study shows that the designer as facilitator also created excitement – thus 
demonstrating the significance of the designer in relation to increasing energy 
(Berthoin-Antal and Strauss, 2013). The study made clear that a) allowing people to 
get an idea of prospects and b) involving people concerned particularly contributed to 
the excitement, raise of energy and hope. This could particularly be seen in case A 
and B, where a variety of dissimilar inputs and method were used. This mix however 
was also accompanied by the risk of generating overpowering experiences or being 
perceived as ignorant. In case B excitement and sometimes confusing examples 
needed to be balanced with generating focus. In case A this involved using meaningful 
references and user insights to strengthen the designers’ authority.  
What we can learn from this for the understanding of the designers’ role is that 
designers need to also navigate the interplay between different levels of creative 
facilitation (Tassoul, 2012), between creating excitement and the effect of it on the 
process. Some designers may particularly be good at creating forceful new visions, 
but not necessarily good at managing the effect of these activities on the collaboration 
with non-designers. Further research is needed to increase awareness for the effect of 
creative inputs of designers on the collaboration process.  
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A note to the reader 
The framework used in this paper differs from the framework used in the thesis in the 
sense that attractiveness of designers is particularly linked to the effect of performative 
tools, which display something for an audience. Performative tools have no clear 
equivalent in the research framework of the thesis, but could be regarded as a part of 
the ‘use of tools attractiveness’ of the research framework. The effect of performative 
tools in this paper are divided into a) Boundary spanning: bridging between 
disciplines, and cultures b) Interdisciplinary creativity and co-creation b) 
Interdisciplinary collaboration (communication and interaction.
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THE EFFECTS OF PERFORMATIVE 
TOOLS ON INNOVATION PROCESSES 
Performative tools are tools such as a power-point presentation, 
images, 3D artefacts, which display something for an audience and 
also support interdisciplinary collaboration, creativity and 
innovation However, evidence suggests that the effects of these 
tools may be difficult to foresee For an evolving design practice 
applying core design principles beyond traditional boundaries of 
product design, this becomes however more and more important, as 
they typically require effective planning The study specifically 
explores the effects of performative tools on innovation processes 
The study reveals that performative tools affect the exchange of 
existing, and the creation of new, ideas, knowledge and insights in 
that they trigger and support a) boundary spanning, b) creativity and 
co-production, and c) collaboration between various disciplines 
involved While these findings generalize existing theory to a new 
setting of innovation processes, the study also shows that d) 
interplay between multiple performative tools has important effects 
on innovation processes. 
5. INTRODUCTION
A group of 34 external practitioners with different backgrounds and 24 scientists and 
lecturers from the Lucerne University of Applied Sciences and Arts met on 26 and 27 
March, 2015 at the exhibition centre in Lucerne for a conference on glocality – 
understood as the multi-layered interaction between local communities and global 
networks. The conference served as formats to collaborate on innovation challenges 
related to the early steps of innovation. Business partners had described these 
challenges before the conference. In the workshops that formed the backbone of the 
conference, so-called performative tools (Jones, 2006) were used by the moderators. 
‘Performative tools’ are tools from the Art and Humanities, that help realizing 
something by displaying information to a wider audience (Jones, 2006). Examples of 
performative tools are illustrations, photographs, dramatic monologues, 3D artefacts 
or theatrical performances. While Jones (2006) discusses the term in the context of 
Social Sciences as means to enrich social research and ways of disseminating research 
results to a greater audience, the same characteristic can be seen to enhance innovation 
processes, in that they challenge linear innovation processes steps – e.g. between 
collecting feedback on ideas from users or marketing and sales departments and final 
evaluation and formulation of innovation concepts: The tools put emphasize on 
1 
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investigating the meaning of feedback collectively. In interdisciplinary contexts, like 
the one we describe above, the use of performative is growing in popularity, because 
they are associated with supporting communication and interaction between members 
of interdisciplinary groups through boundary spanning, and an increase of creativity 
and co-creation (e.g. Ewenstein & Whyte, 2009; Carlile, 2002/2004). Performative 
tools can therefore particularly be linked to early steps of innovation processes where 
ideas are generated, assessed and initial concepts are formulated (Hüsig & Kohn, 
2003). Typically, performative tools used in innovation processes include images, 
removable note, 3D artefacts. However, evidence suggests that the effects of these 
tools in such interdisciplinary workshops may be difficult to foresee. For an evolving 
design practice, and which applies core design capabilities beyond its traditional 
product design boundaries (Cooper & Junginger, 2009; Burns et al. 2006) in 
interdisciplinary innovation processes this is even more important, as they often 
require the alignment of workshop planning to existing innovation strategies, 
deadlines and budgets.   
While previous research distinguishes between different groups of tools, used in 
interdisciplinary context of early innovation steps, and highlights different functions 
such as communication across disciplinary boundaries, idea generation or 
collaborative knowledge development (e.g. Carlile, 2002/2004; Ewenstein & White, 
2009; Seravalli, 2013; Bjögvinsson et al.; 2012; Manzini, 2015), the umbrella term 
‘performative tools’ foregrounds that all these tools share a focus on displaying data 
and they share the focus on audience involvement e.g. creating reactions (Jones, 
2006). In this article, we refer to these two dimensions of performative tools. While 
the two dimensions may be separated for analytical purposes, in practice of innovation 
processes a powerful display may simultaneously serve to create reactions from an 
interdisciplinary group. Despite the growing popularity of performative tools for 
innovation processes, we have little understanding of how and why they influence 
processes in the concrete workshops.  
The focus on using artefacts for more collective exploration of innovation challenges 
is not new, as it is also the focus of iterative innovation process approaches such as 
agile management, which is characterized by short development cycles and by 
continuous releases of improved prototypes. The main argument from this discussion 
remains however, that more useful and feasible solutions can evolve through early 
production of rough prototypes, which enable rapid and flexible responses to change 
(Kent & Gamma, 2004) and enable evaluation of a new idea by diverse expert and 
users (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Luo et al., 2005). This focus on visual and tangible tools 
on can also be seen in an increasing number of methods books, which promote the use 
of more visual and material tools to support interdisciplinary collaboration (i.e. Jégou 
et al. ; 2006; Liedtka & Ogilvie, 2011; IDEO, 2003; Hanington & Martin, 2012; 
Kumar, 2012). We argue that lacking from this discussion is how the performative 
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qualities of these tools influence early stages of innovation processes, where ideas are 
generated, assessed and initial concepts are formulated (Hüsig & Kohn, 2003). We 
have little knowledge on how powerful, surprising, marking communication and 
involvement of a (wider) audience influences collaboration between interdisciplinary 
group members and enable or hinder these early process steps. The objective of this 
paper therefore is:  
To explore the influence of performative tools on interdisciplinary innovation 
processes. 
For an evolving design practice, which applies core design capabilities beyond its 
traditional product design boundaries (Cooper & Junginger, 2009) this is even more 
important, as performative tools are a central part of design inquiries.   
 
6. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
Pavitt (2005) describes innovation as a journey of going from novel idea to 
implementation, rather than emphasising the output of this process – e.g. successful 
development and implementation of new product and services (Fagerberg, 2005). 
Hence, the process perspective emphasizes innovation on different phases, which it 
takes to successfully launch new products in the market. In the context of innovation 
processes interaction between disciplinary fields is foregrounded because it is 
associated with increasing creativity and novelty innovation from bringing in divers 
and novel ideas (Baycan-Levent, 2010) and from  confronting the prevailing 
disciplinary understanding (Huutoniemi et al., 2010). Typically, interdisciplinary 
innovation involves collaboration between different departments (e.g. engineering, 
marketing, management), but it also includes collaboration with partners from 
academia or with suppliers, across different domains (business and academia). The 
latter is usually labelled transdisciplinary collaboration. However, for the purpose of 
this paper, we adopt the more generic term ‘interdisciplinary’ collaboration for both 
types, in order to avoid a specialised discussion about suitable criteria for 
distinguishing between the two and rather focus on the motivation of different types 
of partly mixed interaction types in innovation contexts. Interdisciplinary 
collaboration typically brings forward and synthesizing ideas, concepts, but also 
methods and available data (Huutoniemi et al., 2010, 82-84). Huutoniemi et al. (2010) 
distinguish between theoretical, methodological and empirical level of 
interdisciplinary interaction in research. The first two can be considered to also apply 
to interdisciplinary collaboration in innovation contexts, where people from different 
fields (e.g. departments or from between an organization and academia) interact and 
are confronted with epistemological heterogeneity and different innovation 
approaches, methods and tools to innovate. Essentially, it is this perceived 
heterogeneity, which makes collaboration truly interdisciplinary (ibid.). In order to 
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research performative tools in interdisciplinary teams, we necessarily need to find 
innovation workshops that correspond to these criteria. 
The term ‘collaboration’ is connected with something together “that no single 
organization can achieve acting unilaterally” (Wood & Gray, 1991:140). The purpose 
and duration of collaboration varies, but members of collaboration necessarily belong 
to different organisations and therefore it involves communication not only across 
different disciplines, but also across different professional and natural languages and 
professional and organizational cultures – e.g. involving overcoming hurdles from 
power dynamics from differences in expertise, lacking trust, and accountability of 
participant to different organisations (Huxham, 2003). The character of the 
interdisciplinary collaboration can therefore be described in relation to  
a) heterogeneity of participating organisational contexts and type of interactions and  
b) in relation to the type of integration and development of knowledge and methods.  
The first can be recognised when new insight, generic links between different fields 
are found or a new paradigm of inquiry (e.g. new way of thinking of a problem) are 
identified, the second can be documented, when new methods are combined but also 
developed to suit the interdisciplinary context (Huutoniemi et al., 2010:84). This 
article focuses on these two dimensions of collaboration. 
Interdisciplinary collaboration is manifested through such activities as workshops or 
meetings, which involve interaction, communication.  
2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW 
Extant literature on the effect of performative tools includes the, what we call, 
“interdisciplinary knowledge exchange” and “creativity and co-creation” 
perspectives. They are summarized below and provide the basis for an initial 
framework for the analysis of the interaction between, and the effects of, 
performative tools. 
2.1.1 INTERDISCIPLINARY KNOWLEDGE EXCHANGE 
PERSPECTIVE 
Understanding performative tools has become an important theme in much of 
the literature on the co-creation of, and creativity in, innovation processes. On 
a general level, research has acknowledged the use of prototypes and models 
to support, for example, innovation processes in organizations (Leonard-
Barton, 1995; Luo et al., 2005) or customer interactions in group interviews 
(e.g. Engelbrektsson, 2002; Campbell et al., 2007). Participatory Design, an 
approach to design aimed at involving a multitude of stakeholders, has 
developed a wide collection of tools aimed interdisciplinary with users and 
stakeholders. This includes tools, which encourage and supporting direct 
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involvement (flipcharts (questions), images, post-its, conceptual prototypes), 
representing peoples’ own activities (user diaries, cultural probes) and 
collaborative examination of prevailing challenges (conceptual prototypes, 
sketches, example collections): (Simonsen & Robertson, 2012).  
The emphasize of these studies lies on the use of performative tools for equal 
contributions (Manzini, 2015) and for dismantling hierarchical relationships between 
functions (Bjögvinsson et al., 2012). Create common spaces, or things where conflicts 
can be negotiated and different perspectives heard. The performative qualities of these 
tools manifest themselves in their potential to a) include various stakeholders through 
for example displaying relevant issues or asking questions, which encourage 
contributions, and b) complement other tools in an overall infrastructure, which assists 
negotiation between perspectives. In the context of interdisciplinary innovation, 
performative tools have been discussed as boundary spanning tools, which help 
building a common understanding across various knowledge worlds of disciplines or 
organisational and professional culture (Star & Griesemer, 1989; Carlile, 2002). 
Carlile (2002) distinguishes between semantic, syntactic and pragmatic boundaries 
between members of interdisciplinary teams and the objects associated with these 
boundaries. Semantic boundary objects help identifying differences in the 
interpretation between actors. The performative power of these objects therefore 
evolves from displaying these different interpretations. Syntactic boundaries exist 
between actors with different professional languages. Syntactic boundary objects 
provide a common reference point operating across disciplinary boundaries. In the 
context of innovation, a syntactic boundary object can for example consist of a set of 
familiar collaboration tools, such as prototypes, removable notes or flip-charts. 
Pragmatic boundaries evolve from the participating experts transforming their 
knowledge. Pragmatic boundary objects specifically help seeing consequences of 
transforming the existing knowledge, e.g. by enabling manipulation of components of 
a prototype. The performative quality of these tools manifests itself in that they 
involve ‘a wider audience’ in focused interactions.  However, in spite of the essential 
role performative tools play for interdisciplinary knowledge exchange, we know very 
little about the use of these tools (Heinemann, 2011) - how for example tools influence 
the effect of other tools (ibid.).  Other aspects that have received much less attention, 
include the extent to which performative tools enhance the development of an 
innovation-supportive culture. Psychological studies for example suggest that 
collaboration requires a cooperative, safe atmosphere, where everyone has the feeling 
of being able “to speak up with ideas, concerns, and mistakes” (Mickan & Rodger, 
2000: 125). However, it is not clear how the use of performative tools might support 
or delay the creation of such an atmosphere.  
2.1.2 CREATIVITY AND CO-CREATION PERSPECTIVE 
A second stream of literature discusses performative tools in relation the 
5
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creative potential of interdisciplinary groups (e.g. Ratcheva, 2009). 
Knowledge diversity is here viewed as a potential, and effective sharing as a 
source, for innovation, which needs to be supported through high-quality 
interaction (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004:7-9). From a creativity and co-
creation perspective, performative tools have been discussed in relation to 
their effects for different innovation process purposes – e.g. idea generation 
and innovation development (e.g. Kelley, 2001; Brown, 2008; Jégou et al., 
2006; Liedtka & Ogilvie, 2011). Building on participatory design methods, 
research has highlighted different functions of performative tools in 
community innovation projects – e.g. facilitating the production of new ideas 
by supporting visibility of existing resources, needs and ideas through the use 
of moderation tools such as flipcharts, removable notes, sketches for visual 
storytelling (e.g. Manzini, 2015; Manzini & Staszowski, 2013) or 
documenting existing system errors by video (Buur & Matthew, 2008).  
Performative tools have also been discussed in relation to co-creating new 
knowledge by combining knowledge through so-called ‘epistemic objects’ 
(Ewenstein & Whyte, 2009). Performative tools such as images or 3D 
artefacts can play a major role in sense-making in that they allow negotiating 
knowledge and foster generation of new knowledge across disciplinary 
boundaries (Ewenstein & Whyte, 2009; Holzer et al., 2011). Ewenstein and 
Whyte (2009), for example, demonstrate how incomplete images (e.g. 
architectural drawings) serve as an invitation for comments and 
complementation. The aim is to generate new and combined knowledge. 
Hence, the performative qualities of epistemic objects manifest themselves 
through representing continuous complementing. An example of such objects 
is specific working material in the form of a provisional card board prototypes, 
which demonstrates open, unfinished character. Building on Krippendorff’s 
(1989) idea of design as ‘meaning making’, Verganti (2003) developed the 
framework of ‘design-driven innovation’, which demonstrates the creative 
potential of re-interpreting products and services (e.g. for new contexts). 
Performative tools are here discussed as intermediary between old and new 
languages: They display different understandings. Example tools are 
provocative design propositions and the use of sketches, images for visual 
storytelling in speculative design scenarios.  
However, in spite of the essential role performative tools play for creativity and co-
creation, the effect of the performative tools in innovation processes under-
researched. While many benefits are acknowledged, there is little explanation, which 
could link performative qualities of these tools to particular effects, as they have not 
been analysed in the context of interdisciplinary innovation processes. Also, we have 
little understanding of how the combination of different tools influences 
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interdisciplinary collaboration in innovation processes. 
2.2 ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 
Combining the above insights, extant scholarly work on performative tools 
indicates three key effects associated with performative tools:  
a) Boundary spanning: bridging between disciplines, and cultures
b) Interdisciplinary creativity and co-creation
c) Interdisciplinary collaboration (communication and interaction)
Some of these tools and their effects in collaborative interdisciplinary 
workshops are better understood than others. For example, we have a good 
understanding of how power point presentation can display information for a 
greater audience and removable notes and flipcharts can help organizing 
interaction between participants of an interdisciplinary workshop – e.g. in a 
brainstorming exercise, where each participant contributes with ideas by 
writing them on a removable note. How the use of flip charts  in regular office 
meeting influences the use in innovation workshop is however less discussed, 
even while acknowledging of new and mobile office arrangements for 
improved collaboration (e.g. Coradi et al., 2015) 
Similarly, we are well familiar with how prototypes can help organizing 
interdisciplinary workshops; A prototype helps for example gathering 
feedbacks and align interest from different discipline and various stakeholders 
(e.g. Suchman, 2002), thus also playing a unique role in (customer) 
interactions and involvement (Campbell et al., 2007; Engelbrektsson, 2002; 
Buur & Matthew, 2008). Apart from basic moderation guidelines that enable 
equal contribution (Birchall et al., 2007), we have little knowledge about what 
type of use leads to increased/decreased interaction. Instead this has mostly 
been left to chance.   
Furthermore, objects or images have been described quite extensively in 
relation to their boundary spanning effect in interdisciplinary groups: Objects 
and images can for example have different meanings in different disciplinary 
worlds of people included in an interdisciplinary workshop, but as they are 
recognizable in all disciplines, they can create and maintain coherence across 
them (Star & Griesemer, 1989; Carlile 2002; Holzer et al., 2011). Again, it 
remains unclear, how the combination of different tools influence the use. 
7 
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Finally, we have little understanding of how rough sketches, drawing, 
storytelling, a podiums discussion or audience animation work 
interdisciplinary workshops, even though some of these tools are well 
described for other contexts. Storytelling for example is well understood as 
means to share and interpret individual experience (e.g. Fisher, 1987), but less 
for how it effects interdisciplinary workshops. Similarly, we have a good 
understanding of how rough visualizations operate as epistemic object in 
design practice; generating new knowledge by virtue of their lack or 
incompleteness, which demands unfolding (e.g. Ewenstein and Whyte, 2009; 
Henderson, 1991) – but less how they work for interdisciplinary workshops in 
innovation contexts. Still worse is the understanding about tools such as 
audience animation, podiums discussion or interactive games for 
interdisciplinary workshops. 
Table 1 gives an overview of these three innovation-specific effects, provides 
examples of tools, and also shows that various tools can actually serve 
different purposes. 
Effects of performative tools Example tools 
Boundary spanning 
- Externalization of individual knowledge
- Fostering openness (to consider new perspectives) 
- Displaying validity of different perspectives 
- Displaying familiarity of foreign perspectives or approaches 
Power point 
3D artefacts 
Storytelling 
Visualization 
Objects 
Removable notes 
Interdisciplinary creativity and co-creation through 
- Displaying incompleteness of existing knowledge 
- Displaying possibility and potential of recombining knowledge 
- Displaying stages of development and continuous unfolding 
- Creating intermediaries between old and new 
3D artefacts 
Storytelling 
Visualization  
Removable notes 
Flip chart (i.e. with sketches) 
Interdisciplinary collaboration through 
- Communicating information 
- Including participants and enabling participation
- Enabling equal contributions
Visualization 
Collective activity 
Audience animation  
Interactive name-tags 
Removable notes 
Podium discussion 
Table 1: Innovation process specific effect of performative tools and example tools used in the 
conference we studied 
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To date there is no empirical study that analyses the effects of these tools in 
the context of interdisciplinary workshops of innovation processes. It seems 
as if the more the potential benefits of performative tools are discussed in 
relation to boundary spanning qualities, creativity and co-creation, the less we 
know about the relationship between their effects in concrete situations, even 
while their centrality for interdisciplinary innovation process is recognized. 
This is even more important in a time where performative tools rapidly gain 
in popularity. The objective of this paper is therefore to explore the influence 
of performative tools on interdisciplinary innovation processes. 
7. RESEARCH METHOD
This study is based on the assumption that performative tools influence 
boundary spanning, creativity and co-creation in interdisciplinary workshops. 
The case study method appeared to be the most adequate research strategy, as 
it allows for investigating “[…] a contemporary phenomenon within its real-
life context, when the boundaries between the phenomenon and the context 
are not evident” (Yin, 1989: 23).  
We studied performative tools in a real-life context, a range of collaborative 
workshops conducted as part of an innovation conference. The study focused 
14 of the participants and their experiences with the performative tools used 
in the conference and three of the workshops they took part in. We used 
theoretical sampling to define the number of necessary interviews and stopped 
adding information when learning diminished (Sutton & Callahan, 1987). 
3.1 DATA SOURCES 
The conference took place in March 2015; 34 external practitioners and 24 
scientists and lecturers from the Lucerne University of Applied Sciences and 
Arts took part, 14 of whom were interviewed. The conference aimed at gaining 
insight into glocality1 challenges and opportunities. The event attracted 
participants from many different backgrounds such as engineering, theatre, 
innovation and change management, tourism, organizational science, design, 
and architecture. The conference contained four structural elements: 1) 
preparation through online information and discussion, 2) input presentations, 
1 Glocality is understood as “the connectivity and the multilateral interaction between our 
local communities and global network” (from the online-conference announcement, 
https://blog.hslu.ch/futureforumlucerne/forum/, accessed, 01.06.17) 
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3) workshops, and 4) dinner and coffee breaks. Three workshop waves formed
the central part of the conference. Each innovation challenge underwent three
workshop processes during the event. Hence it was particularly suited to
investigate the use of performative tools in interdisciplinary innovation
processes, because:
a) The event provided a comparable set of workshops with experts
presenting a range of disciplines and organisational units.
b) Performative tools were used to collaborate on innovation challenges
and thus co-create new knowledge and approaches.
c) As a member of the host organization, the researchers had privileged
access to the event and organizing team. Additionally, the researcher
had contributed to the workshop as moderator, thus being familiar
with the situation, while upholding a analytical distance to this
years’ activities.
We used the key effects of the performative tools used during the workshops 
to structure our pattern search, operationalizing them according to the 
literature review presented above, as follows:  
• Tools, which support the consideration of different perspectives
were tagged as boundary spanning tools. Tools typically falling into
this category are prototypes, visualizations, and various kinds of
storytelling tools such as future scenarios because different
interpretations are made visible and negotiable.
• Tools, which support the creativity and co-production of new
knowledge were considered creativity and co-creation tools. This
category includes prototypes, visualization tools and storytelling
tools.
• Tools, which encourage participation and contributions were
categorized as collaborative tools. Removable notes, flip charts and
visual analytical tools (such as diagrams), which can display and
organizing contributions, are included in this group.
In the practice of interdisciplinary workshops, performative tools will often 
serve more than one purpose. Prototypes and storytelling, for example, may 
serve boundary spanning but also help trigger creativity. Removable notes and 
visualization may for example serve co-creation as well as interdisciplinary 
collaboration – see Table 1. We will refer to actual tools and label them as 
boundary spanning tools when their core function in a part of, or an activity 
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or event taking place during, a workshop was to support openness towards 
differences in perspectives. Instead, if their main function was to trigger 
creativity and co-creation of new knowledge, they are tagged creativity and 
co-creation tools.  
3.2 DATA COLLECTION 
For data collection, we relied on two data sources: (1) narrative interviews 
with key actors (participants, organizers and facilitators) (2) documentation 
from the conference (e.g. photos and video snippets) and workshop reports. 
The narrative interviews (Flick, 2010) took place between three to twelve 
weeks after the conference, depending on the informants’ availability. This 
timing seemed most appropriate, because participants would have had 
obtained a critical distance to the conference while the experience was still 
fresh in their memory, i.e. not mixed with other conferences. The conference 
included three workshop waves with a total of seven different workshops. 
Hence, each participant took part in three different workshops. By using 
narrative interviews, we wanted to guide the interviewees back to their 
experience with the conference and find out what was emotionally most 
relevant. Narrative interviews are characterized by causal and motivational 
links and richness of detail (Schütze, 1977) and are therefore an adequate 
approach to study and understand the effects of performative tools. We 
interviewed 14 people in total: 10 participants, two organizers and two of the 
people facilitating one of the conference workshops. The participants we 
interviewed had different backgrounds: technical, organizational, regional 
management, business, communication, psychology, and architecture (see 
Table 2 for an overview). Together, the participants took part in a total of five 
of the seven workshops.  
Interviewee # Professional 
Background
Affiliation and function Role in the 
conference 
1. Engineering Self-employed, consulting Facilitator 
2. Art historian Academia, researcher and 
lecturer 
Organizer 
3. Business Academia, researcher and 
lecturer 
Participant 
4. Business Innovation, CEO Participant 
5. Communication Tourism industry, head 
marketing & communication 
Participant 
6. Regional economics Academia, researcher and 
lecturer 
Participant 
7. Business Academia, MA student Participant 
8. Design Academia, researcher and 
lecturer 
Facilitator 
9. Communication, 
Marketing 
Academia, researcher and 
lecturer 
Facilitator 
11  
PAPER III: THE EFFECTS OF PERFORMATIVE TOOLS ON INNOVATION PROCESSES  
 12 
10. Psychology Self-employed, consultant Participant 
11. Lawyer, Self-employed and member of 
cantonal parliament 
Participant 
12. Architecture Technical, Innovation manager Participant 
13. Economics Academia, researcher and 
lecturer 
Organizer 
14. Architecture Academia, research associate Facilitator 
Table 2: The interviewees, their backgrounds, affiliation and role at the conference 
The interviewees were asked to tell their story of the conference from the 
beginning to the end. We started by asking: “Mister/Miss..., I would like to ask 
you to tell me what you remember about the conference. Please start with what 
comes first to your mind and describe thereafter everything you remember”. 
After the interviewees ended their story by saying for instance “this is pretty 
well it by and large” (Flick, 2010: 179), we continued with follow-up 
questions. They aimed at stimulating further detailed stories on: 
a) Explanation of the characteristics of the conference.
b) Explanation of specific forms of interactions among participants.
c) Effects of the tools that were used.
Further questions at the end of the interview aimed at giving the interviewees 
the possibility to add what had not been mentioned so far, by asking: “What 
did we forget to ask?” Furthermore, a final question was included to assess the 
interviewees’ appraisal of the conference, asking them whether they would 
recommend the conference and why.  
The interviews were held in person or via Skype. Each interview took approx. 
half an hour, was recorded and transcribed verbatim. Additionally, we 
examined photo material and video snippets, which the organizers had 
produced to document different aspects of the conference, such as key inputs, 
workshop elements, and lunch activities. Such material records non-verbal 
components of ephemeral events, which are difficult to document otherwise 
(Fink, 2009), and is suitable to get an idea of the type of atmosphere and 
interaction that took place during the conference.  
3.3 DATA ANALYSIS 
As the overall idea of this study was to generalize existing theory to a new 
setting, the material from the interviews was approached with predefined 
categories, which emerged from 1) the literature on the effects of performative 
tools and 2) discussions with the organizers of the conference. These were 
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categories are: boundary spanning, creativity and co-creation, and 
collaboration (Table 1). However, we also paid attention to additional themes 
emerging from the data, leading to ‘interplay between tools’ as an additional 
category.  
The interview transcripts, photo and video material, and conference reports 
were analysed as a whole, and impressions, questions and patterns were noted 
(Fink, 2009). In analysing the photo and video material, we focused on 
understanding the type of atmosphere of the event and type of interactions. 
For the analysis of the interview material we followed an iterative approach – 
continuously moving between data and theory (Eisenhardt, 1989). We applied 
a procedure suggested by Miles & Huberman (1994). First, the material was 
organized in two subsets, one from the more satisfied, the other from the less 
satisfied participants (set 1). Participants whose feedback included mainly 
critique and indications for improvement were considered less satisfied; 
participants, whose feedback consisted mainly of positive statements and 
excitement were considered to be (more) satisfied. The data sets from the two 
groups were analysed separately but in a uniform procedure. Transcripts of 
the interviews with the facilitators of the workshops and the organizer were 
put into a third group (set 2). Then, natural or ‘first-level’ codes for 
summarizing the data were noted. Next, these codes were grouped into 
‘pattern codes’, to identify themes in the data sample. In the third step, the 
codes and noted relationships between them were mapped. In the final step, 
the networks of themes from the two data sets were compared to each other in 
search of emergent themes. 
8. FINDINGS
This study investigated the effects of performative tools in interdisciplinary 
workshops. The analytical findings are organized along the three categories identified 
from the literature. In addition, a fourth category is identified, namely the interaction 
between tools and its effects. 
4.1 BOUNDARY SPANNING 
Data showed that newness of tools, i.e. newness to the participants, mattered. That is, 
the opportunity to experience something new was usually appreciated and 
remembered: “I learned about new possibilities. For example, with the [cardboard] 
crafting approach, or with the walls that we plastered with removable notes – this 
particularly stayed with me – probably because it is something different from what 
one usually does” (interviewee 5). Similarly, another participant explained: “For me, 
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the bricolage exercise was clearly an example of a very different approach, where in 
the beginning I would think ‘oops’! What am I going to do with this [cardboard thing] 
now? And finally, to see what emerges from this type of exercise, is really what I 
though was a cool experience” (interviewee 9). However, the joint experiences the 
conference generated through, for example, audience animation, not only included 
more openness but also created quite some potential to scare people away and refrain 
(further) participation. As one of the facilitators noted: “[If] we had heard the cheers 
or the laughter [from the workshops], we might have asked yourselves: What are they 
doing in there? And will we do the same afterwards? And then you might have 
considered not to participate” (interviewee 14). Finally, it seems that the displaying 
the progress of the process did particularly support participation, as one of the 
participant explained: “I did not participate at the beginning. Instead, I was just 
looking what people were contributing but then I realized people were the same as I. 
[…] and I wouldn’t look stupid. […] And at the end I became really more active” 
(interviewee 7). 
4.2 CREATIVITY AND CO-CREATION 
Openness was a core value, at the heart of the conference. The venue and schedule, 
for example, left room for improvisation. Group work took place in spaces with new 
types of tables, seats and mobile countertops creating an open type of office design. 
Furthermore, cardboard boxes served as room partitions and underlined, the flexible 
character of the space. Interviewees enjoyed the openness of the participants and the 
open atmosphere they experienced during the conference: “I remember this feeling – 
from the moment I arrived I felt at ease […]. People were very open […]. It was 
without effort that you would get in contact with other people.” (interviewee 12). 
Another noted: “[This conference was really about] engaging oneself into the 
unknown, without largely asking questions and saying: ‘Oh dear, what will happen 
now’? Instead, freely approaching the unknown and waiting for things to happen” 
(interviewee 10).  
Data showed that the variety of performative tools, through which challenges were 
approached in the different workshop, contributed to an atmosphere encouraging 
openness to consider new, different perspectives. One of the participants stated: “The 
mix of different perspectives was fascinating – to get involved and accept the diversity, 
I think was positive” (interviewee 9). Various perspectives on the challenge 
complemented each other. It made considering different perspectives attractive and 
finally led to new insights into the business challenge. The conference also put focus 
on a hands-on approach. Iterative cycles of building visual or 3D prototypes 
characterized many of the workshops and literally showed the laboratory character of 
the event, where one sees what people are doing. One would constantly have the 
feeling that people were doing and building something, a participant stated. Data 
showed that new insights were specifically gained through ‘changing seats’ and letting 
others explain a proposition – using for example a drawing or an artefact: “You would 
actually let someone else from the group explain the prototype you had built to 
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illustrate main issues included in the business challenge. And you would get new, 
unexpected ideas, because someone else would see things completely differently than 
you had […]. This was one of the very positive take-aways” (interviewee 12).  
On the one hand, the fun bricolage nature of the sessions led to a strong laboratory 
atmosphere, where people meet exchanging thoughts is facilitated and even 
encouraged, but it created the risk to appear hollow and insignificant in the eyes of 
participants, on the other. Some participants remembered not seeing the benefits of 
particular exercises. “Sometimes it lacked methodological reflection: where did it 
work particularly well, where not? And really also the question: ‘How did we benefit 
from it?” (interviewee 9). The open way of embracing new methods, with goals that 
may not be recognizable at first sight, pushed the participants’ tolerance to the limits 
and could lead to frustration. Without balancing fun, open interaction with earnest 
reflections, interactive sessions with 3D artefacts easily lose their power. A workshop 
facilitator explained: “Fun – or great pleasure – can be a good indicator for good 
group work […] if they enjoy getting involved and feel that they can, without 
reservations, say whatever stupid thing is on their mind […]. But then you still need 
to pay full attention and put your whole heart into working [to make sure] it never 
drifts towards being ridiculous” (interviewee 14).   
4.3 COLLABORATION 
The conference was announced as ‘an open context for dialogue’2. It therefore 
included the notion of a somewhat unconventional conference setting, which 
would break with classical keynote presentation formats. This unconventional 
character particularly supported the attractiveness of the conference to people 
who were curious to broaden their horizon. A participant put it like this: “You 
would not exactly know what to expect. This made people being very open – 
also content-wise you would not have predefined ideas or expectations” 
(interviewee 5). In addition, the gradual introduction to collaborative 
interaction is what made the conference a safe environment for engagement. 
A participant explained: “It was a good idea to start on Wednesday night – it 
provided a soft-type of entry, where you did not have to become active right 
away or needed to contribute – but were introduced to the topic of the 
conference and, in this way, were given the possibility to get to know the 
speakers” (interviewee 5). The pre-conference evening event in a prestigious 
Lucerne hotel with a particular aura of grandeur, gave people the opportunity  
From the online-conference announcement, 
 https://blog.hslu.ch/futureforumlucerne/forum/, accessed, 
01.07.17) 
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to see who attended the conference, and to meet and talk to the keynote 
speakers.  
The official conference took place in the exhibition hall in Lucerne, a space 
that was furnished to facilitate exchange. Easy, fun tasks were used to initiate 
activity between participants. More demanding tasks followed after the 
participants had been introduced to the principle of interactive collaboration. 
For example, a facilitator explained that the stress to say something in a group 
could be decreased by gradually building up exercises. Also, interaction 
among the participants was triggered by interactive name-tags. Furthermore, 
workshops with performative tools, such as removable notes, flipcharts or 
objects, would support gradual increase of interaction – e.g. first collecting 
participants’ thoughts on positive aspects of a particular such spaces before 
starting more complex interaction. In effect, the participants were able to 
contribute almost without fear of hostile reactions, a moderator explained. 
Conversely, tools that only initiate activity can be perceived as empty and 
meaningless for innovation: “This [audience animation] wasn’t concerned 
with content. It wasn’t about me contributing on content level. It was purely 
about stimulation activity, to make people get up” (interviewee 14).  
Several participants emphasized the importance of tools such as flip charts and 
removable notes for making people feel freer to contribute, independent of their 
background, for example because they saw how other people went about their first 
comment or suggestion:  A participant put it like that: “I did not participate at the 
beginning. Instead, I was just looking what people were doing but then I realized 
people were like me […] and I wouldn’t look stupid […]. And at the end, I became 
really more active” (interviewee 7).  
Finally, the conference space had a laboratory character. Performative tools 
such as removable notes, flip charts full of drawings, and 3D objects virtually 
changed the work space. A facilitator explained: “[it was important] that the 
space changed, for instance through the post-its that made everything 
colourful after a while. […]” (interviewee 14). 
4.4 INTERPLAY EFFECT 
Apart from the above described effects, the paper identified ‘interplay 
between tools’ as an additional category. At the conference, keynote 
presentations provided inputs, which aimed at stimulating thoughts and 
discussions about the future of global-local society and economy. 
Conventional power point presentations were used to present inputs during the 
plenary session. Data showed that the combination of power point 
presentation with other, more unconventional performative tools operated as 
a catalyst for considering different perspectives. One keynote speaker 
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interrupted his power point presentation with a song performance. 
Interviewees pointed to this striking vocal number in the opening keynote as 
a powerful element. One of them explained: “There [with the song and the 
song lines] I really had the impression that it did trigger an inner relaxation 
and an opening up to the new” (interviewee 10). When the workshops started, 
the participants were ready to share thoughts and discuss different 
perspectives on the challenge across disciplinary boundaries.  
Another keynote presentation integrated audience animation, which 
challenged behavioural patterns. The audience needed to get up and perform 
movements opposing those shown by the keynote speaker. For example, when 
the speaker nodded, the audience were supposed to shake their heads. Several 
interviewees explained that it took them a few minutes to withstand the reflex 
to imitate the gesture the speaker performed – and make opposing movements 
instead. Everyone struggled, felt awkward and needed some time to get used 
to the principle, to get the movements right. This led to a shared experience, 
which in turn enabled more and richer communication among the 
heterogeneous participants during the coffee break. A workshop facilitator put 
it like this: “The audience animation would give everyone the opportunity to 
start exchanging thoughts on this maybe slightly embarrassing experience 
with other participants” (interviewee 14).  
Additionally, it became clear that that the combination of tools that build on 
each other (e.g. gradually increasing interaction) can help initiating 
participation between different functions and disciplines. Finally, the study 
showed that the careful combination of performative tools such as 3D artefacts 
and removable notes contribute to creating a flexible context and emphasizing 
the laboratory character of the workshops (e.g. visibly changing the space 
through walls full of sticky notes).   
9. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
This paper aimed at investigating the effects of performative tools on early 
stages of innovation processes. The empirical data stem from a glogality 
conference event, where workshops formed the central part. The analytical 
framework developed from the literature suggested three principle effects of 
performative tools in interdisciplinary workshops: ‘boundary spanning’, 
‘interdisciplinary creativity and co-creation’, and ‘interdisciplinary 
collaboration’. In the analysis, a fourth category was identified, namely 
‘interplay between performative tools’. 
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The study shows that the visibility of what people contribute to a discussion 
decreases fear of judgement and, cab increase tolerance of participants to 
consider new and different perspectives. This increases our understanding of 
the influence of performative tools, in that creating visibility is linked to a 
specific effect, rather than being associated with an appropriate collaboration 
infrastructure in general (Bjögvinsson et al., 2012; Seravalli, 2013). We 
conclude here that design practice needs to assess the use of performative tools 
such as annotation cards, removable notes and flipchart in terms of quality of 
displaying contributions (e.g. clarity of contribution, ease of use, possibility 
of backtrack comment to authors).  
Regarding creativity and co-creation, the study showed that performative 
tools such as 3D artefacts and removable notes demonstrate differences in the 
interpretation of challenges. The study made clear that the dissimilar 
perspectives that playfully emerged during the workshops, undermined the 
truth claims of single perspectives of people in the group, and increased the 
tolerance of participants to consider new and different perspectives. This 
confirms the importance of performative tools for co-creation, as described in 
literature (e.g. Brown, 2008; Jégou et al., 2006; Liedtka & Ogilvie, 2011). 
Additionally, it contributes to our understanding of performative tools in that 
it demonstrates how they can support the consideration of different views and 
opinions through decrease relevance of individual perspectives. However, 
heterogeneity of perspectives, which were displayed was also accompanied 
by the risk of producing a seemingly arbitrary compilation of different views. 
In the context we observed, the relevance to the innovation challenge 
particularly mattered. We conclude here that critical reflections on the 
relevance of the collected perspectives, can help increase the power of the 
generated insights for innovation processes. This complements the 
enthusiastic application of performative tools for interdisciplinary creativity 
and problem-solving (e.g. Brown, 2008; Kelley, 2001), in that in foregrounds 
the importance of joint reflection and documentation of the meaning of 
generated perspectives for the innovation processes at hand. Putting old views 
into perspective and the consideration of new ones risk to go unnoticed, when 
not reflected and documented. This needs to be considered in an extended 
design practice, as documenting process results is not typically part of a 
traditional design practice. 
Regarding collaboration, the study showed that the unconventional, fun 
character of the letting participants comment on contributions of other 
members, particularly contributed to the activation of participants. This 
increases our understanding of performative tools in that it acknowledges 
correlations between particular characteristics of performative tools and their 
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effect, rather than emphasizing their effect in terms of inclusion and 
participation in general (Bjögvinsson et al., 2012; Seravalli, 2013; Manzini, 
2015). The surprising, fun aspects of using the tools was important for the 
involvement of members of the interdisciplinary groups, because it enabled 
different stakeholders to react effortlessly. Also, the study demonstrated that 
fun was important for yet a different aspect of interdisciplinary innovation 
processes: The fun bricolage session and creation of rough prototypes, for 
example improved perception of interdisciplinary collaboration. However, fun 
interaction could also be perceived as superfluous gimmick, as it did not 
directly serve the intended step by step improvement.  Again, the study 
showed that the critical reflection of the created results increased the value of 
the generated concepts. We invite further research to look into different fun 
qualities of performative tools across different innovation process contexts 
under similar conditions to improve our understanding of how positive 
perception of interdisciplinary collaboration can be strengthened/decreased 
through performative tools in order to inform design practice. 
Additionally, the inclusion of unconventional performative tools, which were 
particularly foreign to the members of a group, contributed to a sense of 
community with shared experiences: It created a sense of belonging. Existing 
literature on performative tools in innovation processes does not, to our 
knowledge, explicitly include descriptions in relation to relative foreignness 
of performative tools. Foreignness of performative tools therefore remains a 
vague concept without indications of particular characteristics. In the context 
we investigate, foreignness stemmed from unconventional material and 
interactive use, which was foreign to regular office work. We conclude here 
that foreignness of tools needs to be considered when employed in innovation 
processes. Foreignness emerges from the distance the familiar – in this 
conventional office tools. For design practice this also implies a good 
understanding and an honest interest for how participants’ work contexts are 
organised.  
Finally, as to the identified interplay effect, it became clear that careful 
combination of tools that build on each other can help building links between 
people from different disciplines and areas. This complements on the 
boundary object discussion (e.g. Star & Griesemer; 1989, Holzer et al., 2011), 
which does not include a discussion on the effects of different combinations 
of such tools. The study further showed that the combination of conventional 
tools such as power point presentation with less familiar tools (e.g. 
performance of a song, or audience animation) generated shared experiences, 
which in turn enabled more and richer conversations among participants from 
different fields. This improves our understanding of the influence of 
19
PAPER III: THE EFFECTS OF PERFORMATIVE TOOLS ON INNOVATION PROCESSES  
 20 
performative tools in that we need to consider the composition of tools. We 
invite further studies to investigate how different composition of performative 
tools improve/weaken interdisciplinary interaction across various groups and 
contexts. When combination of different performative tools can 
increase/decrease the link between different organisational areas, design 
practice also needs to better the art of combining these tools appropriately.   
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THE DESIGNER AS ENTHUSIAST. 
ASSESSING DESIGN PRACTICE IN 
INNOVATION CONTEXTS THROUGH 
THE LENS OF THE ENTHUSIASM 
MODEL  
The collaboration with designers represents an opportunity to adopt 
a design approach to innovation (e.g. Burns, 2006). However, in the 
context of the debates around designers as external innovation 
consultant, research has paid little attention as to what really 
happens when designers meet non-designers in innovation 
processes. We clarify and extend on this literature by drawing on the 
concept of enthusiasm. We present the concept of the designer as 
enthusiast, which is used analyse data from an educational program 
with four parallel running innovation processes. Through the study it 
became clear that besides the influence on creativity and innovation, 
designers as enthusiasts influence the belief in a more open 
innovation approach and trust in designers as an innovation 
consultant only if they can demonstrate innovation competencies 
and may benefit from developing an understanding of innovation 
groups previous experience with collaborative approaches. 
 
10. INTRODUCTION 
Dealing more creatively with innovation challenges has been recognized fast 
changing innovation environments (Liedtka & Mintzberg, 2012). The collaboration 
with designers provides an opportunity see how creative approaches can be as strong 
as analytical ones and to overcome doubts about own creative capacity and increase 
creativity (e.g. Berthoin-Antal & Strauss, 2013; Johansson Sköldberg & Woodila, 
2014). Designers are associated with making employees think and act in new ways by 
bringing in practices and objects from the world of arts and design into organisations 
(ibid.), thus helping to link-up domain specific knowledge, and leading to more 
creativity and increased innovative solutions (Johansson Sköldberg & Woodilla, 
2013). Hence, focus is put on the interaction with designers, and the support that is 
generated from the confrontation with a different world, rather than on adopting a 
design approach by non-designers – e.g. through visiting intensive design seminars, 
or considering design method books (e.g. Jégou et al, 2006; Liedtka & Ogilvie, 2011) 
and tool collections (i.e. IDEO, 2003).  
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One of the most prominent features of designers is their positive future oriented 
approach (e.g. Manzini, 2008; Gloppen, 2009; Liedtka, 2010). They see ambiguity 
and uncertainty as opportunity for innovation (Liedtka, 2010; Berthoin & Strauss, 
2013) and perceive of paradoxical situation, as energising invitation to create novel 
solutions – e.g. redefine problem space in order create arrive at a satisfying solution 
(Dorst, 2006). From this recognition, extensive research on a more open, optimistic 
design approach has in the last two decades developed, including studies on the 
designers’ way of approaching problems and challenges can trigger creativity and 
innovation (Brown & Katz, 2009; Martin, 2009). In this paper, we focus on these 
interface between innovation processes and designers. 
Most commonly the focus of descriptions of collaboration with designers in 
innovation processes lies on distinguishing different roles for the designer: the 
designers as provoker of dialogues, as facilitators of creativity and collaboration (e.g. 
Manzini, 2015), as catalyst for change (e.g. Junginger, 2008) as amplifier of resources 
and facilitation of citizens creativity (e.g. Manzini & Staszowski, 2013) or as agent of 
a more flexible and self-reflective ways of innovating (Burns, 2006). However, this 
focus on describing different roles has a number of consequences: One is that the 
collaboration with designers is mainly described and evaluated in relation to these 
roles. Another is that challenges, which emerge from interaction with designers as 
sometimes intriguing collaboration partners in complex innovation processes, are less 
discussed scientifically. Whilst emphasizing challenges in the collaboration from 
opposing logics between non-designers and designers – e.g. how the open-ended 
design approach often contradicts the linear decision-making process of innovation 
management (e.g. Swope, 2014; Gloppen, 2009, Liedtka, 2010), the influence of what 
is here termed the “designers’ enthusiasm” - their optimism and opportunistic 
behaviour, has not been the focus of extant theoretical reflections and discussions. 
This is even more surprising when we consider that increasing the level of positive 
energy represent key outputs from the collaboration – e.g. being “extremely 
stimulating and exciting” or generating “more energy” (Berthoin-Antal & Strauss, 
2013: 31). Thus, we argue that lacking from the discussion on the role of designers in 
innovation is the understanding of the influence of designers’ enthusiasm – e.g. 
creative energy and optimism on innovation processes. In view of competing 
innovation strategies aiming at increasing creativity in innovation processes, becomes 
however more and more important to better understand, how designers by adding 
energy, optimism and a driving force contributes and influences innovation.  
Given the increase of energy level described in the studies above, is linked to working 
with designers in general, it may seem somewhat strange and theoretically 
inconsistent to think of designers’ enthusiasm as the main source of the positive 
energy and creativity increase – as it is only one element of what characterizes 
designers. However, we resolved that dilemma by conceiving of designers’ 
enthusiasm as an external catalyst, which is particularly important in relation to 
sparking interest and increasing energy, as the optimism and opportunistic behaviour 
of designers may be particularly contagious - thus significant in these concerns.   
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Supporting the creation of positive group energy is typically also considered part of 
innovation workshop facilitation aiming at making interdisciplinary group 
collaboration more efficient (e.g. Birchall, 2007). Enthusiasm is in this context 
considered a management dimension, which can be supported by specific managerial 
measures. Hence, group emotion such as building trust and confidence between team 
members an environment of honesty, frankness and safety is perceived as part of 
building team effectiveness (ibid.). It is true that during the collaboration with 
designers there is likely to be a correspondence between designers as enthusiast and 
facilitation of interdisciplinary group work. For example, designers may actually 
facilitate interaction and communication between group members by providing 
provocative artefact. But the provision of artefacts is not part of a methodical 
facilitation aiming at building team effectiveness. In fact, the influence of designers 
as enthusiast may run contrary to efficiency – e.g. when excitement about new 
opportunities lead to time consuming considerations of new perspectives. Hence, 
focusing on the influence of designers’ enthusiasm means to investigate the influence 
of one key element of designers’ approach, thus moving from understanding designers 
as facilitators of human-centred processes, to designers as interaction partners in 
innovation processes. Considering du Gay’s (2008) acknowledgment of the influence 
of enthusiasm on responsible innovation processes, it can be suspected to be important 
to better understand how designers’ enthusiasm affects innovation belief in more 
positive and open approaches. While du Gay specifically points to challenges of a 
narrow focus on enthusiasm in public service institutions, it may also be considered 
to be important to reflect the influence of designers’ enthusiasm innovation processes. 
The objective of this paper therefore is: To explore the influence of designers’ 
enthusiasm on innovation processes.  
In order to explore the influence of designers’ enthusiasm on innovation processes, 
we first create a theoretical understanding of the concept of the designer as enthusiast 
and present the analytical framework used in this paper. Then a description of the 
methodology of the empirical research is presented. This leads to a presentation of the 
empirical findings, on the basis of which three key themes are identified. We discuss 
these themes in relation to existing research and then reach an overall conclusion on 
the research question, including suggestions for further research. 
11. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
This section presents a theoretical understanding of the concept of designers and of 
the enthusiasm associated with them, which we will use to analyse empirical data from 
case study research. 
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2.1 THE DESIGNER  
Different areas have different definitions of what a designer is. The definition of the 
designer used in this paper is related to design education, which establishes some of 
the fundamental design principles and practices (Kimbell, 2012). The designers for 
this article is therefore considered to apply the design approach in a more integrated 
way than non-designer – e.g. incorporating design principles in every everyday work 
– also outside specific innovation workshops. Nhu Laursen et al. (2014) put forward 
a useful definition of the design approach as they distinguish three interlinked design 
dimensions, thus emphasising how one level is interrelated with another. The three 
levels are a) methods (such as prototyping or cultural probes methods), b) principles 
(such as collaborative approaches) and c) paradigms (including fundamental 
assumptions such as valuing reflection in action) (Nhu Laursen et al., 2014). In this 
paper, we focus on these particular dimensions of the designer.  
By limiting the focus of the paper to the designer’s enthusiast this paper is positioned 
within a perspective on design and innovation emphasizing not only the transfer of 
user-centred approaches, but rather the effect of the designers on novelty of ideas and 
approaches in innovation processes. This differs from investigating the ‘enthusiast’ in 
de Bono’s (1985) classic proposition of the six thinking hats, because in his concept, 
the enthusiast is described as a tool for group discussion, a role one can choose to take 
on in order to think together more effectively (de Bono, 1985). Instead, in the concept 
of the ‘designer as enthusiast’, which we propose here, enthusiasm is part of what 
designers do professionally and it is based on specific values, beliefs and practices 
linked to creative problem-solving processes. It equally differs from other roles of the 
designer described in management research literature, which emphasize different 
types of the creative inputs of the designer in innovation processes (e.g. insights into 
consumers’ and end users’ needs; iterative processes models; and aesthetics and with 
visual inputs) (Kimbell, 2009). Furthermore, it differs from the role of the designer as 
facilitator, because it is not specifically centred around enabling collaborative 
creativity and equal contribution of participants (i.e. Manzini & Staszowsky, 2013, 
Seravalli, 2013). These descriptions emphasize enabling of creativity of groups, and 
amplifying existing resources and ideas by introducing specific design toolkits (i.e. 
Manzini, 2015, Franqueira, 2010), rather than the partly ambiguous effects arising 
from designers’ enthusiasm. Considering Johansson and Woodila’s argument 
(Johansson and Woodilla 2008:22) that we need to know more about “what really 
happens when design thinking meets management thinking?” it can be suspected to 
be reasonable to specifically focus on enthusiasm as a influential element of designer 
in innovation processes. 
2.2 THE ENTHUSIASM OF DESIGNERS 
While enthusiasm can be a frequent (implicit) element in the description of designers, 
this paper provides an explicit description of designers as enthusiasts with specific 
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values beliefs and practices. The research literature on enthusiasm is vast and ranges 
from historical consideration tracing the transformation of meaning of the word 
enthusiasm from ancient (religious) to modern (secular) use (Tucker, 1997) – to texts 
focusing on enthusiasm of teachers as moderator for intrinsic motivation and interest 
of students (Patrick et. al, 2000) or as perquisite for interdisciplinary collaboration 
(Brown, 2008). Enthusiasm is here referred to in the much contemporary use of the 
word: It is considered an abstract noun, describing people’s dynamic energy – visible 
in demonstrative gesturing, large body movements or facial expressions (Patrick et 
al., 2000). Contemporary descriptions of enthusiasm particularly include an 
emphasize on an open, optimistic ‘just do it’ attitude (e.g. Tucker, 1997; Ison & 
Russel, 2000; du Gay, 2008).  Hence, this contemporary use of the term enthusiasm 
particularly includes two core dimensions:  
1) openness  
2) confidence  
Openness of designers includes the belief that there are people out there, that can help 
generating necessary ideas to solve a challenge (i.e. suppliers, distributers, customers 
etc.) (Kelley, 2007). More importantly, it involves believing in the importance of in 
continuously reframing the problem as means to find solutions (e.g. Cross, 2001, 
Kolko, 2010, Paton & Dorst, 2011, Schön, 1983/1984). At the heart of the design 
approach lies engaging with different worlds of the broader problem context (Dorst, 
2011), thus generating adequate solutions. Openness of designers therefore 
particularly includes calmness and perseverance enabling designers to believe in a 
problem-solving approach, which emphasizes defining problems as part of finding the 
solutions to so called wicked problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973; Buchanan, 1992). 
‘wicked problems’ are characterized by incomplete, changing, contradicting, and 
interdepended information (ibid.). The practice of designers involves the fundamental 
assumptions in complexity of any problem, to the extent that no matter what the 
problem is, designers will tackle it as if they were wicked problems – e.g. openly 
exploring implications of a proposed problem space (Cross, 2001). 
Confidence involves a don’t-worry-approach from believing in the possibility of 
developing a better solution than the one existing (e.g. Kelley 2007; Brown, 2008). 
This focus on better, more desirable solutions may sometimes also apply to non-
designers (e.g. engineers), but we are likely to find this trait more often and in a more 
integrated way with professional designers. Also, there is increasing empirical 
evidence that the focus on searching truly better solutions includes the danger of 
frustrating non-designers in the collaboration with designers – e.g. absolute emphasize 
on functional and conceptual excellence of the designer (e.g. Minder et al., 2014). 
Also, Confidence involves optimism: designers emphasize the more favourable side 
of events (Kelley, 2007). Manzini (2008) for example summarizes: “Being a designer 
means being an optimist. Given problems – even the most difficult problems – all we 
can do is to presume the possibility of solving them” (Manzini, 2008:5).  
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Additionally, a prominent element of enthusiasm is an outgoing behaviour – e.g. 
spreading, sharing, exchanging ideas (Tucker, 1997), which points to a third 
dimension, which we call ‘collaboration’. Kelley (2007) and Brown (2008) both 
emphasize interdisciplinary exchange and collaboration as basic element of how 
designers’ work approach: Working as a designer includes the belief in the importance 
of getting support from external experts (i.e. suppliers, distributers, customers) and it 
includes generating ideas through exchanging thoughts with people foreign to my 
field (Kelley, 2007). 
The term enthusiasm is also described in terms of entrepreneurial qualities of people, 
who can ignore normally accepted regulations and norms – in the name of personal 
goals (du Gay, 2008). Enthusiasm allows people to overcome these rules, which were 
set up by the individuals, or an organisation. While du Gay emphasizes the danger of 
enthusiasm in relation to stability, consistency and continuity (ibid.), in relation to 
innovation this characteristic can be considered to be important. Designers’ 
entrepreneurial behaviour particularly involves eagerness from wanting to reach a 
better solution – e.g. if a solution does not perform as expected (Kelley, 2007). It 
involves including ups and downs and expecting the unexpected – thus seeing and 
creating new or favourable situations (Gunes, 2012): “Good design is about […] 
opening doors.” (Kelley, 2007: 182).  Similarly, Press and Cooper (2003) emphasize 
the ‘driving force’ of designers in new product and service development processes: 
“A designer is a maker” (ibid:6). This includes for example presenting viable 
concepts and generating relevance of new ideas (Press & Cooper, 2003), and it 
involves evidencing needs, and requirements through a process of prototyping 
potential solutions (Parker, 2009:9) – thus creating adequate bridges to overcome any 
possible barriers (Kelley, 2007).  
Furthermore, it seems that enthusiasm comes with personal interest in a subject 
matter, which in turn allows giving meaning to what one does: “It acts as a source of 
meaning, which provides the energy that helps us do what we want to do.” (Ison & 
Russel, 2000:48). We call this dimension ‘matter of the heart’. Personal involvement 
is often implicitly included in the description of designers (i.e. investing in a project 
and having to ‘put in own stakes’ (Press & Cooper, 2003:62) or involving contextual 
engagement (Paton & Dorst, 2011:580) is acknowledged as part of designers’ work 
approach. Furthermore, Stevens (1995) argues that design education, unlike other 
educations, particularly requires being something – e.g. being “genius” (ibid:112), it 
requires identifying with what one does for a living. While the author discusses 
architectural education, the core argument also applies to design education. The 
‘matter of the heart’ dimension therefore particularly involves developing a sense of 
ownership for a project, which in turn leads to personal involvement, dedication and 
engagement.  
Enthusiasm also seems to be about naïve excitement and enjoyment (e.g. Tucker, 
1997, du Gay, 2008). Du Gay for example critically notes, how enthusiasm is about 
‘not asking clever questions’ (du Gay, 2008: 346). This is summarized in a last 
dimension of enthusiasm, which we label ‘fun’. Descriptions of design activities often 
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implicitly include fun and enjoyment Kelley for example emphasises playful rules 
(Kelley, 2007, 56-62), having fun and take calculated risk (ibid 19) and Brown (2008) 
emphasizing enjoyment as element of design work. 
In spite of the essential role of enthusiasm plays for how designers work and approach 
innovation challenges, the influence of designers’ enthusiasm in innovation 
workshops is under-researched. 
2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Enthusiasm can be argued to constitute part of other a person’s character. For 
example, it might be argued that enthusiasm is actually part of openness. Now, if 
openness includes enthusiasm, it may seem odd to look at it as a separate element of 
enthusiasm. However, we argue that while it may constitute part of openness, 
enthusiasm also influences other aspects of how one approaches for example problem 
solving. Enthusiasm in this paper is therefore interesting not as constituent (for 
example of openness) but as a phenomenon which influences people’s way of doing 
and thinking. Its counterparts are apathy or indifference: Their main use is to describe 
an attitude of people towards the world: their interest, curiosity in the world around 
them.  
Enthusiasm, according to this conception, is characterized by what this particular 
attitude makes appear ordinary and accepted, such as looking at the world with interest 
and curiosity, high level of energy, deep involvement, pursuing own dreams, 
accepting challenges and satisfaction from seeing things evolve and making thing 
possible. Enthusiasm, we argue, particularly differs in degree of openness, confidence 
and amount of collaboration. And it varies in the level of eagerness, involvement and 
fun. We propose to look at enthusiasm of the designer – because it is the increase of 
energy, inspiration and openness from designers’ enthusiasm, which quite often is one 
of the most remarkable changes when including designers in innovation processes 
(Berthoin and Strauss, 2013), we have little knowledge as to how the related 
enthusiasm of designers influences innovation processes.  
Table 1 provides an overview of these dimensions and list example design paradigms, 
principles and methods, which are related to them.  
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Nr. Dimension Example principle and paradigms of designers 
1 Openness 
Open consideration 
of new perspectives 
Belief in engaging with the brother problem context by engaging with 
different worlds and perspectives (i.e. suppliers, distributers, 
customers etc.) (Dorst, 2011, Kelley, 2007) 
Belief in solving challenges by openly reframing problems in an on-
going process Cross, 2001, Kolko, 2010, Paton & Dorst, 2011, Schön, 
1983/1984 
Calmness and perseverance from believing in a problem-solving 
approach, which emphasizes defining problems as part of finding the 
solutions to so called wicked problems (Rittel & Webber, 1973; 
Buchanan, 1992).  
Tackle problems as if they were wicked problems (Cross, 2001) 
2 Confidence 
Optimistic ‘just do it’ 
attitude 
Don’t-worry-approach from believing in the possibility of developing 
a better solution than the one existing (e.g. Kelley 2007; Brown, 
2008).  
Designers’ focus on functional and conceptual excellence (e.g. 
Minder et al., 2014).  
Optimism involving a focus on the more favourable side of events 
(Kelley, 2007). Always assuming that any problem has at least one 
solution (Manzini, 2008). 
Focus on an open approach, which introduces playful rules to inspire 
more creativity and innovation (e.g. Liedtka & Olgivie, 2008; Jégou 
et al., 2006; Burns, 2006) 
3 Collaboration 
Spreading, sharing, 
exchanging ideas  
Collaboration is a key element of how designers’ work approach 
(Kelley, 2007, Brown, 2008) 
Design is about meeting people, about valuing external experts’ 
inputs (i.e. suppliers, distributers, customers) (ibid.) 
Believe in and generate ideas from exchanging with people foreign to 
my field, rather than about solitary visionaries (ibid.).  
Use of tangible objects to provide a common ground maintaining 
collaboration and conversation across different groups (Bijörgvinsson 
et al. 2012; Bucciarelli, 1994; Brandt, 2001/2005; Rosenqvist & 
Heimdal, 2011; Schrage, 1999; Suchmann, 2000) 
4 Eagerness 
Overcome rules and 
norms to achieve 
personal goals 
Searching for an ever-better solution – e.g. if a solution does not 
perform as expected (Kelley, 2007).  
Accepting ups and downs of an innovation process and expecting the 
unexpected – thus seeing and creating new or favourable situations 
(Gunes, 2012) and opening doors (Kelley, 2007). 
Acting as driving force in product and service development processes, 
being a maker (Press and Cooper, 2003) 
Presenting viable concepts and by generating relevance of new ideas 
and evidencing needs, and requirements through a process of 
prototyping potential solutions (Parker, 2009:9) 
Creating adequate bridges to overcome any possible barriers (Kelley, 
2007). 
5 Matter of the heart 
Personal interest, 
which allows giving 
meaning to what one 
does 
 Putting in own stakes into design projects (Press and Cooper, 2003)  
Contextual engagement (Paton and Dorst, 2011)  
developing a sense of ownership, identifying with what one 
professionally does (Stevens, 1995)  
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Table 1: Enthusiasm framework and examples principles and paradigms of 
designers’ work approach. 
Some of these design dimensions of designer’s enthusiasm are better understood than 
others. For example, we have a good understanding of how evidencing user needs can 
support significance of novel ideas and help making them transparent throughout an 
organisation (e.g. Buur & Matthew, 2008). Similarly, we are well familiar with how 
designers as adept collaborator help transforming interdisciplinary innovation 
processes into focused conversations and interactions around tangible objects (e.g. 
Schrage, 1999; Suchmann, 2000) – e.g. providing a common ground maintaining 
collaboration and conversation across different groups (Bijörgvinsson et al. 2012; 
Bucciarelli, 1994; Brandt, 2001/2005; Rosenqvist & Heimdal, 2011). On a general 
level it is acknowledged that designers support collaboration innovation processes 
through bringing in inspiring prototypes and mock-ups (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Luo 
et al., 2005). Furthermore, extant research describes in much detailed way, how 
designers can support customer interactions in group interviews (e.g. Engelbrektsson, 
2002; Campbell et al., 2007); generate fruitful conversations with heterogeneous 
stakeholders (Manzini and Staszowski; 2013; Manzini, 2015) – e.g. by establishing 
and maintaining collaboration and conversation across different groups by introducing 
material artefacts, which provide common ground to communicate around 
(Bijörgvinsson et al. 2010/2012, Bucciarelli, 1994; Brandt, 2001/2005; Rosenqvist & 
Heimdal, 2011, Brandt 2001/2005) and produce new and combined knowledge 
through rough, incomplete prototypes (Ewenstein and Whyte, 2009). 
Also, it is acknowledged that designers impact non-designers level of energy – e.g. 
feeling energized and more inspired (Berthoin and Strauss, 2013). We have less 
understanding of how confidence, eagerness and openness of designers influences 
innovation processes – e.g. by influencing the collaboration with non-designers. 
Entrepreneurial qualities for example are well understood in terms of how they can 
support innovation by seeing opportunities and deploying existing- and creating new 
opportunities (e.g. Deakins, & Freel) and setting up new ventures within the firm 
(2009; Scott, 2000), but less in their effect in the collaboration between designers and 
non-designers in innovation processes. Similarly, we have a good understanding of 
how a focus on more open approaches with playful rules can inspire creativity and 
innovation in interdisciplinary teams (e.g. Liedtka & Olgivie, 2008; Jégou et al., 2006, 
Burns,) – but less how the designers’ playfulness, enjoyable form of working and 
approaching challenges influences innovation processes – e.g. by temporarily 
contributing to a different atmosphere. Still worse is the understanding of the 
influence of such elements as ‘strong identification with projects’ and being 
6 Fun 
Excitement and 
enjoyment 
Naïve excitement and enjoyment (du Gay, 2008) 
Including playful rules (Kelley, 2007) 
Enjoy working as a designer, having fun and take calculated risk 
(Kelley, 2007; Brown, 2008) 
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personally engaged with projects on innovation process groups. 
12. METHODOLOGY 
We wanted to explore the effect of designers as enthusiasts on different groups and 
from different perspectives, which calls for qualitative research aiming at theory 
building (Flick, 2010). Our question is an exploratory one, in so far as we wish to 
investigate a so far poorly understood phenomenon. Hence an inductive case study 
seemed to be the most adequate approach, as it allows for investigating “[…] a 
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, when the boundaries between 
the phenomenon and the context are not evident” (Yin, 2003: 23).  
Enthusiasm has been conceptualised as consisting of six main elements (compare 
table 1). Designer are conceptualized as creative professionals, which apply the 
human-centred design approach in a more integrated way also outside of creativity- 
or innovation workshops. The focus of this paper is designers, which are involved in 
the process of innovation. Typically, such processes are iterative, interdisciplinary, 
and involve heterogeneous stakeholders. The collaboration with designers is often 
based on the facilitation of design processes, which are expected to support creativity, 
the inclusion different perspectives and adaptation of more open approaches.  
3.1 THE PRACTICE CASE – EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 
SOCIALLAB 
The SocialLab is an educational program at the Lucerne University of Applied 
Sciences and Arts.3 The program involves project work for the development of social 
innovations for practice partners on the basis of the design thinking approach.  
To be able to study the concept of designers as enthusiasts in relation to innovation 
process a sample of comparable innovation processes conducted as part of an 
educational program was selected. This allowed for deep involvement and 
information rich comparable examples. The specific innovation processes were 
selected to match the following selection criteria: 
• Innovation work is organized with a process perspective 
• Different innovation projects would follow the same process 
approach 
• Innovation processes could be followed from beginning to end  
• A designer is involved in the innovation processes 
                                                        
3 The course is part of Future Laboratory CreaLab of the University https://blog.hslu.ch/crealab/ 
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The program we studied took place between September 2015 and February 2016. 22 
students in four self-organized groups went through an innovation process, which 
lasted one semester. The program aimed at developing concepts, which could 
radically change existing offers on the level of main types of innovation. Current 
innovation theory sees market innovation (product and services), process innovation 
(ways of delivering services or products) people and organizational innovation (ways 
of organizing for and manage processes within the firm) as main innovation types 
(Boer & Bessant, 2004). The project partner had been selected to cover a range of 
different fields (communication business, charity work, and community and business-
network initiative). This selection and the selection of three different types of 
organisations (NGO, cultural institutions and governmental organisations) allowed 
the researchers to include environmental factors, while the focus on small innovation 
groups controlled variation. After an initial presentation of the design thinking 
approach during the first course week, the program was structured in four weekend 
seminars and one weekly seminar at the end of the program, where a projection of a 
path to market or implementation of organisational processes was presented.  
Seminars contained inputs on each of the process phases, specific methods and visits 
to design thinking labs. Three tutors with different disciplinary backgrounds coached 
the groups throughout the program. All three tutors provided coaching on human-
centred design methods. As it was particularly the designer, who had included 
affirmative behaviour, and insisted on reframing practices, the two other coaches with 
a background in social work and with a background in business, are here considered 
non-designers. 
3.2 DATA COLLECTION  
In the context of innovation processes designers are mostly associated with affecting 
group process, energy and inspiration (i.e. driving new ideas). For analytical purposes 
the designer as enthusiast is seen as interacting at two specific points in time in the 
innovation groups:  
• face-to-face communication with the group and  
• providing concrete interactive games and exercises for several groups  
 
To be able to test and extend the concept and test effect of designers as enthusiasts, 
we focused on two simultaneous and complementary research methods: 
• Quantitative and qualitative assessment of group’s enthusiasm and  
• Quantitative research of groups’ process performance 
 
In the context of innovation processes, process performance is described in relation to 
capability to manage challenges from discontinuity of innovation processes (Tidd, 
2006). Assessment of group’s enthusiasm (e-assessment) (a) included one survey, 
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interviews, observations and an interactive plan game. Assessment was carried out at 
five different points in time. Descriptive observations in the first week of the program 
were used to configure the assessment and provide orientation. Descriptive 
observations can serve as means to provide the researcher with an orientation and 
develop more concrete research questions (Flick, 2010: 227. Enthusiasm was 
introduced as concept consisting of six elements comprising values, beliefs and 
practices, thus making it accessible for assessment. From September till October 2015 
each group filled out two surveys aiming at the description of distribution of groups’ 
level of enthusiasm (Groves et al. (2004). Furthermore, the level of enthusiasm was 
assessed with two interviews and one interactive plan game. They took place from 
October 2015 till January 2016 and included assessment through the groups (self-
assessment) and through tutors. As assessing enthusiasm is not a clear-cut thing to do, 
we chose to use only three measurement values: high, middle, low enthusiasm. 
Alternatively, the group could choose to assess an element as ‘varying’, for 
uncertainties to show. All results from the enthusiasm evaluation (e-mapping), which 
had a minimum of four high measurement values, were classified as high. Groups’ 
assessments that expressed not more than one middle measurement were classified as 
low. All measurements in between these extreme cases (high and low) were ranked 
middle level of enthusiasm. Table 2 provides an overview of the classification of each 
group.  
 
 Seminar 1 Seminar 2 Seminar 3 Seminar 4 Seminar 5 
Group 1 High Middle  High  Middle  Middle  
Group 2 Low High  Middle  High  Low  
Group 2 Middle  Low Low Low Low 
Group 2 High High High Middle  Middle  
Table 2: Overview of the group’s classification from self-assessment e-
mapping measurement  
The e-mapping served as basis to discuss the influence of designers in relation to 
groups’ enthusiasm. Towards the end of the program enthusiasm was assessed lower 
or remained the same. This is a phenomenon, which typically accompanies final stage 
of a projects, as the focus lies on completing the project. Process performance of 
groups was assessed after each seminar through tutors and served as comparative data 
(i.e. interrelation between progress and level of enthusiasm).  
3.3 DATA ANALYSIS  
For the analysis of the empirical data we used combined a within-case analysis with 
a cross-case analysis suggested by (Miles & Huberman, 1994:172) – comparing 
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multiple innovation processes within a single program (Eisenhardt, 1989:534). This 
technique allows for the identification of clusters of events, which demonstrate similar 
patterns and draw systematic conclusions. Hence, informed by the principle of case 
studies we followed an interpretative analysis of the data, which is interested in 
identifying limitations and extending on a priori specification of a concept framework 
Eisenhardt, 1989:532). 
For analysing of the empirical material, the interviews were transcribed by one 
researcher and coded the material with an open coding process (ibid.). This was 
compared to the visual notes made in the process of the enthusiasm-assessments. For 
reducing the influence of own recognition patterns and increasing the interpretive 
validity, display of data was discussed a) with students and tutors and b) with 
colleague researchers and then compared to the first interpretation in a final step (Yin, 
2003:11).  
13. FINDINGS 
This study investigated the influence of designers as enthusiasts on innovation 
processes. Findings are organized accordingly (3) activities of designers as enthusiasts 
that influence courage of the group. 
In relation to openness the study showed that that in the case of the educational 
program the use of hand-drawn models acted as example to demonstrate the strength 
of a more open approach – e.g. in terms of supporting novel ideas. The sketch of the 
conceptual model of enthusiasm used during the workshop, significantly lowered 
resistance towards the theoretical construct – e.g. initiating questions about the 
concept and enabling a discussion of the specific elements it contains (compare figure 
1).   
Also, the designer often particularly encouraged outgoing behaviour of groups (i.e. 
emphasizing groups openness for new ideas and methods). Depending on the group’s 
independent acting from more experience with collaborative approaches, groups were 
differently affected: The more groups were independent acting, the more empowering 
was the effect of designers’ encouragement. The groups would for example become 
more confident about the continuous search for opportunities. Instead, with less 
confident and less experienced non-designers, designers’ enthusiasm often generated 
irritation and led to an increased and continuous need for approval of the groups. The 
designer was less perceived as a competent consultant in innovation matters, and more 
as the tutor of an educational program – e.g. particularly responsible for the evaluation 
of the outcome of the seminar. 
Regarding confidence, the study made clear that the designer as enthusiast often 
insisted on positive aspects of emerging challenges in the innovation processes of 
student groups. This operated in two different directions: it would increase energy 
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with positive, independent groups. These groups would be encouraged to see and seize 
new opportunities created by the challenges. Instead, the emphasize on positive 
aspects of challenges would increase doubts towards the design approach in general 
with groups, which were less confident with the approach and less positive to begin 
with. With these groups strong affirmative behaviour was often interpreted as naivety, 
or as excuse for careless preparation of the course by tutors. The tasks were according 
to them not well defined, as many questions remained open and needed to first be 
clarified. Also, data showed that the designer influenced groups by demonstrating 
risk-taking behaviour. when introducing the interactive plan game, the designer 
introduced the rules by acting them out. She would for example position herself on 
one of the lines of the spider graphs and explain how this would represent a higher or 
lower value in respect to a particular element of enthusiasm. The game had not been 
tested before, instead, the designer used the educational context to experiment with 
new forms of assessing information. At this point it was therefore not clear whether 
the assessment made sense and was feasible within the context of the innovation 
seminar – e.g. taking up too much time or maybe confusing students. Representing a 
new form of activity, expectations were inevitably high – e.g. students were grouped 
all around the plan game – waiting for something exciting to happen. It was important 
that the designer was able remain in control of the process – e.g. maintaining a focused 
atmosphere for the efficient assessment of group’s enthusiasm. The designer for 
example carefully led from the playful introduction to clearly assigning the order in 
which the groups would carry through the assessment.   
Concerning collaboration, the study showed that the designer used A4 sketches of the 
enthusiasm concept to carry through group interviews on enthusiasm - thus created 
interfaces for conversations (compare figure 2). The A4-sketch served both as 
interview guidelines and as notepad during the interviews. It allowed relating 
comments to elements of the e-universe. As such the sketch started to serve as an 
interface for the conversation. Typical remarks were (recalling from memory): “We 
had difficulties in the afternoon to get back into the work process within the project 
group, because we disagreed on how to proceed.” Another remark was: “Today, it 
seemed difficult for the project group to find a common rhythm. We seemed to have 
lost focus and interest.” More focused conversations on project process emerged from 
using the sketch as interface. Setting the frame for a professional interview with the 
hand-drawn sketches, in which emotional aspect could be discussed in a constructive, 
objective way, the designer also demonstrated how visual artefact can help organising 
discussions. Data also made clear that the designer as enthusiast particularly increased 
interactivity and energy of groups – thus confirming existing research (Berthoin-Antal 
& Strauss, 2013; Brandt, 2001/2005). The designer for example exemplified 
alternative ways of collecting empirical data, by introducing a large-scale interactive 
plan game: A spider diagram with a 2x2 meter diameter laid out in the seminar room 
served as measurement tool for group’s level of enthusiasm. It particularly provoked 
playful interactivity and collaboration, but also increased focus and positive energy, 
in the group (compare figure 3). The assessment within the spider diagram game 
involved the positioning of the students in relation to the project group’s enthusiasm. 
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Project groups used tape, to mark their level of enthusiasm for each element in the 
diagram collaboratively. As proposed by research This type of data collection activity 
received a lot of positive attention, where students could see how an interactive plan 
game playfully generated interactivity, raised group’s energy and they could see how 
people became engaged (Johansson Sköldberg and Woodilla, 2014). 
In relation to eagerness, the study made clear that the designer as enthusiast 
demonstrated how rough prototype and sketches can lower resistance to new concepts 
and enable discussions by including by introducing hand-drawn drafts for explaining 
the concept of enthusiasm (compare figure 2). Also, he contributed to groups 
commitment in that he showed personal interest in the challenges. Data also showed 
that the designer as enthusiast used best practice examples to strengthen the believe 
in a more open approach. The socialLab program included for example visiting design 
thinking innovation Labs4. And the designer would later refer to these examples as a 
way of concept approval. The innovation labs virtually acted as proof of concept, as 
they made clear that the more open and flexible design process is also used by relevant 
companies. Data also showed that the designer would later recall these visits in order 
to recount positive experiences – e.g. the helpful atmosphere or the impressive results 
exhibited the Labs. Another effect of recounting these visits was that students felt 
invited to ask question about the potential of the emerging practice field. Together 
with references to exciting international companies, which use the approach, the 
designer creating positive narrative around a more open, flexible and sometimes 
messy design process.  
Regarding matter of the heart the study showed that the designer as enthusiast 
influenced groups believe in a more open approach by showing personal interest in 
the projects. The designer’s personal interest became clear through careful and 
attention for details and through dedicated engagement to find a better solution. 
Identifying with particular problems of an innovation challenge, the designer also 
became personally involvement in the projects – for example recounting own 
experiences or examples with similar situations. This could trigger similar practices 
with groups who were already experienced with collaborative approaches and 
therefore fairly self-confident to begin with. They would for example start recounting 
own experiences, which led more pioneering ideas and exciting concepts. This effect 
was limited to these more experienced groups – as with less confident groups, the 
personal interest in the challenge of the designer was often perceived as distracting 
the group and disturbing the process – e.g. students were unsure how these examples 
would help them continue in the process, as they were only personal examples with 
low validity for the problem in general. The designer for these groups appeared fairly 
unprofessional. Outside the workshop situation it was often difficult to arrive at the 
same level of personal involvement that the designer had shown – irrespective of 
groups’ characteristics. Groups for explained for example how it was difficult to 
                                                        
4 E.g. Impact Hub in Berlin; Swisscom Brain Gym, Bern, and the Design Lab of the Zuercher 
Kantonalbank (Bank of Zurich). 
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create the same focus and atmosphere. It seemed that the designer during the seminars 
acted as supplier of substitute involvement, which in turn increased commitment of 
part of the groups only during this particular timeframe.  
In terms of fun, the designer as enthusiast increased energy and fun by introducing 
new, more interactive ways of collecting evidence from practice (compare above). 
During this playful assessment of group’s enthusiasm, they were for example 
challenged to coordinate the holding of the tape, positioning of the people on the 
spider diagram, and getting everyone to simultaneously and accurately stick the tape 
to the floor (compare figure 3). This led to immediate emotional reactions from the 
students – e.g. laughs and discussions, small battles like elbowing each other in the 
right position on the game board. (compare above). 
 
Fig. 1. Enthusiasm universe (e-universe), illustrating the six enthusiasm 
elements of the concept of enthusiasm  
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Fig. 2. Images of the A4-hand-drawn sketches, which were used as interview 
guideline  
 
Fig. 3. Images from the 4th e-assessment applying the spider diagram 
adapted board game. The images illustrate the involvement of students in 
one of the later self-assessments. 
14. DISCUSSION AND 
CONCLUSION 
This paper aimed at answering the research question How designers as enthusiasts 
influences innovation processes. Its contribution to extant literature on designers’ role 
in innovation processes by presenting and analysing empirical data from a case study 
in relation to the theoretical concept of the designer as enthusiasts. The empirical data 
stem from man educational program with innovation groups working in parallel on 
different innovation challenges. To develop an understanding of the influence of 
designers’ enthusiasm, an analytical framework was developed from the literature, 
which suggested six dimensions of enthusiasm and respective elements of the 
designer’s principles and paradigms: ‘openness’, ‘confidence’, ‘collaboration’, 
‘eagerness’ ‘matter of the heart’ and ‘fun’. In the analysis, we did not find additional 
dimensions – thus confirmed the framework but invite further studies to test 
dimensions across different cases under similar conditions. The case study shows that 
besides the influence on creativity and innovation, designers as enthusiasts influenced 
(1) the belief in a more open innovation process approach (2) trust in designers as 
consultant of innovation processes.  
Regarding creativity and innovation, the study made clear that as proposed by extant 
literature (Berthoin-Antal & Strauss, 2013, Johansson Sköldberg & Woodila, 
2013/2014) the designer brought in objects and practices that contrasted the 
management world, thereby introduced new ways of inspiring and organising 
conversations across disciplinary boundaries. As proposed by literature (Kelley, 2007; 
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Brown, 2008, Manzini, 2008) the designer operated with a don’t worry approach – 
e.g. emphasizing paradoxical situation as welcome opportunity to innovate. The study 
confirms the relevance of bringing in foreign practices and objects as ways of 
increasing energy level (Berthoin-Antal & Strauss, 2013), and organize collaborative 
work practice around tangible objects (e.g. Schrage, 1999; Suchmann, 2000)– e.g. by 
introducing interactive games. The study shows that playful, unconventional activities 
were appreciated, and members of the group were also given the opportunity to 
experience a different type of data collection form. Result from the study indicate that 
it was important that the designer maintained focused atmosphere during the 
collaborative play, in order for this experimental data collection method to become 
feasible within the context of the seminar – for example he carefully moderated the 
transition between his introduction and the groups’ playing the game. Also, the study 
showed that size and unconventional character mattered: The game generated 
attention, as it took up a lot of space within the workshop premises and was made up 
of conventional stationary material (tape, packing cord and card board), professional 
business contexts with a polished presentation practice.  
We conclude here that the introduction of a compelling, playful (data collection) 
methods by the designer is particularly effective to generate a higher level of energy 
and more interactivity, only if the designer pays attention to focused atmosphere. 
Regarding the belief in a more open innovation process approach the study shows, as 
proposed by literature, that the designers' emphasize an open approach as trigger for 
creativity and innovation (e.g. Liedtka & Olgivie, 2008; Jégou et al., 2006; Martin, 
2007, Brown, 2009). Affirmative behaviour of the designer acted as encouragement 
for more confident groups – but was sometimes perceived as unprofessional, as it 
seemed to ignore relevant facts. Literature reports on challenges (Minder et al., 2014) 
from designers’ preoccupation with open-ended process (Cross, 2001, Kolko, 2010, 
Paton & Dorst, 2011, Schön, 1983/1984) aiming at finding a better solution. The effect 
created in the educational program represents a new form of such frustration, 
including the danger of appearing naïve – or unprofessional in relation to careful 
preparation of the innovation workshop. The study showed as a theme not dealt with 
in literature that encouragement towards an open approach by the designer affected 
non-designers in different ways: With more experienced groups, independent acting 
was amplified, while it increased the need for approval, thus cementing hierarchical 
relation between students and the designer with less experienced groups. The case 
study confirms that it was important to see how more creative approaches can be as 
effective as analytical ones (Johansson Sköldberg & Woodilla, 2014, Burns, 2006, 
Juninger, 2008). The study made clear that the designer showed feasibility of more 
experimental approaches by skilfully leading through a collaborative exercise – e.g. 
playfully maintaining focused atmosphere and create meaningful process structure 
with clear roles. As proposed by extant literature the material artefact provided a 
common ground to discuss the groups level of enthusiasm (Brandt, 2001/2005). The 
study made clear that clear tasks, triggered and coordinated interactions between the 
students and made collaboration appear an easy, enjoyable and clear-cut endeavour – 
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e.g. the task to position group members on the spider graph and mark individual levels 
of groups’ enthusiasm with a tape.  
Also, the study made clear that setting a good example in terms of using an open 
process approach mattered. The designer complemented prototype exercises and 
inputs of the seminar by applying the same methods and principles himself. For 
example, he used a hand-drawn A4 visualisation of the enthusiasm concept to initiate 
focused conversations on the groups level of enthusiasm, thus demonstrated how 
visualisations can be embedded in simple task such as leading an interview. Finally, 
data showed as a theme not dealt with in literature that the designer created positive 
narratives around a more open approach. The groups visited innovation labs of 
established companies, which acted as a form of concept approval and also created 
opportunities to discuss economic value and potential of the approach and emerging 
field.    
We conclude here that designers as enthusiasts influence the believe in a more open 
approach by carefully leading through collaborative exercises, by cultivating methods 
and principles of an open design approach throughout the educational program, and 
by creating positive narratives around a more open approach. On the other hand, 
encouragement towards an open approach by designers may benefit from developing 
an understanding for groups previous experience with collaborative approaches e.g. 
relating elements design approach to current practice of an organisation. One 
suggestion this case study makes in relation to facilitating innovation workshop as 
mean to transfer more open approaches, is to rethink the popular approach of focusing 
on design as a new, more human- centered innovation approach (Burns, 2006) and 
instead generate an understanding of innovation approaches, which already exist in an 
organization – e.g. informal ways of improving situations – in order to be able to 
create meaningful links. 
Regarding trust in the designer as consultant of innovation processes, the study 
confirmed varying acceptance of designers as innovation consultants (e.g. Swope, 
2014; Gloppen, 2009, Liedtka, 2010) – e.g. frustration arising from insisting on loops 
of experimentation and testing. The study showed that with less experienced groups 
innovation competence of the designer was weekend by the emphasize on an open 
and open-ended process approach, as flexible planning was interpreted as careless 
preparation or as naivety, e.g. poor understanding of the complexity of the innovation 
challenge. The correlation between previous experience with collaborative 
approaches and the influence of designers on innovation processes of groups is from 
our perspective an important question for follow up studies. The study showed that it 
was important that the designer was aware of up to date development in practice of 
innovation firms. The visits of innovation labs of established firms acted on the one 
hand as concept approval of the open approach (compare above); on the other hand, 
it also convinced non-designers of the innovation competence of the designer, as he 
obviously knew what he was talking about. The study made clear that the designer 
would adapt the type of best practice examples according the students background to 
ensure relevance of examples – e.g. using example from more technical or more social 
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oriented organizations with students who had a technical or a social background. The 
compelling visits and examples in turn made the designer a convincing innovation 
expert, with whom the emerging practice field could be discussed. The role of 
demonstrating innovation competence has not, to our knowledge, been discussed in 
relation how it influences the collaboration with designers in innovation processes.  
The personal interest the designer showed in the challenges that the designer showed 
during the workshops with the students almost literally exemplified how designers 
identify with what they do for a living (Stevens, 1995). The study showed on the one 
hand that the energy created in the seminars was attractive to those students that were 
fairly confident with the more open approach to begin with, as it helped generating 
even more exciting ideas; on the other hand, it also created uncertainty and scepticism, 
because the personal involvement of the designer was interpreted as a sign of 
unprofessional behaviour – e.g. using own experiences, rather than statistical material 
as starting point to reflect upon an innovation challenge, and because it was not easy 
to create this type personal involvement outside the workshop context.  
We conclude here that pushing an open approach is particularly difficult if innovation 
groups are less experienced with collaborative working styles. Also, designers as 
enthusiasts need to demonstrate innovation competence in order to be acknowledged 
as relevant partner for discussions in innovation settings. 
As a single case study, the here presented findings are limited regarding their 
generalizability beyond the case studied. The issue needs therefore to be investigated 
across different innovation processes with similar groups and collaboration 
conditions. Likewise, follow-up studies need to systematically address the question 
under which circumstances the influence of the designer as enthusiasm might or 
indeed might not be supportive for innovation processes. 
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PAPER V 
The Designer as Jester: Design practice in innovation contexts through the lens of 
the jester model 
Bettina Minder, B., Lassen, A. H. 
2018 
Under review with the 
The Journal of Integrated Design & Process Science 
A note to the reader 
The framework used in this paper differs from the framework used in the thesis in 
the sense that attractiveness of designers is particularly linked to jester-like 
strategies of designers’ practice – e.g. challenging common assumptions and 
thus playfully encourage self-reflection and propose novel direction for change. 
The designer as analog to that of a jester has no clear equivalent in the thesis 
research framework, but could be regarded as part of the ‘innovation process 
attractiveness’ – e.g. inspiring new perspectives for the assessment of innovation 
opportunities or encouraging lateral thinking for ideation in early stages of 
innovation processes. 
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